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analyses of over 337,000 individual case records from 1,133 courts 
with jurisdiction over 49% of the nation's juvenile population at 
risk and court-level statistics from an additional 345 courts with 
jurisdiction over 10% of the nation's juvenile population at risk. A 
description of the statistical procedures used to generate these 
estimates is found in Appendix A. Chapter 3, Data Briefs, contains a 
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PREFACE 



The Juvenile Court Statistics series is, and has been since 1929, the primary source of 
information on the actr/ities of the nation*s juvenile courts. In 1923 a committee of the National 
Probation Association outlined the goals for the series as follows: 

To furnish an index of the nature and extent of the problems brought before courts 
with juvenile jurisdiction; 

To show the nature and extent of the services given by these courts in such a way 
that significant trends could be identified; and 

To show the extent to which service given by courts has been effective in correcting 
social problems. 

The ^Tst Juvenile Court Statistics report was published in 1929 and described cases handled 
during 1927 by 42 courts from across the nation. In this era very few courts kept statistics or 
statistical records on the cases they handled. At the request of the project, courts volunteered to 
complete a statistical reporting card on each delinquency, status offense and dependency case 
handled, along with a card oh each youth discharged from probation. The completed cards were sent 
for tabulation to the Children's Bureau within the U.S. Department of Labor. The statistical 
reporting cards captured information on the age, sex, and race of the youth referred to court, the 
living arrangement of the child at the time of referral, the reason for referral^ the source of referral, 
the place; the child was held pending a disposition, the manner of dealing with the case, and the 
disposition of the case. These individual case records were summarized into tables presenting a 
profile of the cases handled by reporting courts. 

It was emphasized in the early reports that the data collection forms were designed to obtain 
detailed information on many aspects of a case while requiring as little time as possible to complete. 
However, case-level reporting designed primarily to meet federal needs could not be maintained. As 
early as 1932 the reports alluded to the disproportionately high cost of continuing direct contact with 
a large number of courts. By 1937 case-level reporting of dependency cases was abandoned. By the 
mid-1940*s delinquency and status offense case-level reporting, the founding concept of this reporting 
series, was determined to be impractical. In 1946 the primary focus of the reporting system became 
aggregate counts of the number of delinquency/status offense, dependency and special^Jf oceedings 
cases handled by courts with juvenile jurisdiction. Courts were asked annually to complete a single 
form which recorded the number of various case tjpes they had processed in the previous year. 
Specific case characteristics (e.g., age of youth at referral, reason for referral, and disposition) were no 
longer collected, but were abstracted, where possible, from the annual reports of state agencies that 
compiled information on juvenile court or probation activities. Case-level data, and the analysis 
capabilities they supported, had been lost at the federal level. 

In 1957 the Children's Bureau, which had moved to the Department of Health, Education 
and Welfare, initiated a new data collection program which, for the first time in the history of the 
series, enabled the production of national estimates of juvenile court activity. A stratified probability 
sample of more than 500 courts was constructed and each asked to provide annual aggregate counts 
of the number of delinquency/status offense and dependency cases tliey handled. While efforts 
continued to abstract case characteristics from existing annual reports, the sole concern of the sample 
was the generation of national juvenile court caseload estimates. The integrity of the sample proved 
difficult to maintain over the years, while a growing number of courts outside the designated sample 
became able to report the necessary aggregate statistics. After a decade the project adopted a policy 



of collecting annual case counts from any court that could provide them and generated national 
estimates from this nonprobability sample* At about this time the project stopped abstracting case 
characteristic? from annual reports and the resulting Juvenile Court Statistics reports contained only 
global counts of the volume of court activity* 

Therefore, the contents ofJuvenile Court Statistics reports in the early 1970*s were very 
different from the original conceptualization of the work* The reporting series which was 
implemented to describe the nature and extent of the problems faced and the services delivered by 
juvenile courts contained only total caseload statistics. The data necessary to achieve the original 
goals of the project were no longer collected. The focus had turned from the collection of detailed 
case-level data to the secondaiy analysis of available court-level statistics. 

It was during this period that the National Center for Juvenile Justice (NCJJ) assumed 
responsibility for producing the Juvenile Court Statistics series. Following the passage of the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, the Office ofJuvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention (OJJDP) within the VS. Department of Justice was delegated primary responsibility for 
juvenile delinquency activities at the federal level. Since th^ Juvenile Court Statistics series was the 
only source of nationwide information on the judicial processing of juvenile delinquents, the 
Department of Justice assumed responsibility for the reporting series. In 1975 NCJJ was awarded a 
grant by OJJDP to continue the Juvenile Court Statistics series. It was agreed that NCJJ would 
continue the data collection and reporting procedures established by the Children's Bureau to insure 
reporting continuity, while also investigating procedures for improving the quality of nationwide 
reporting. 

As the Children's Bureau had done, NCJJ wrote to the state agencies across the country 
asking them to complete the annual juvenile court statistics form. Most states completed the form, 
but some also wrote back and offered to send copies of the automated case-level data that they had 
begun to collect to meet their own information needs. The nature of available data had changed. 
During the mid-1970's the nation saw a large growth in automated recordkeeping and statistical 
reporting ^stems in state and local juvenile courts. Even though courts were not completing a 
common statistical card, the information they were collecting on each case was similar. Through 
careful processing these automated records could be combined to produce the detailed national 
portrait of juvenile court activity which had been one of the original goals of the project. 

Between 1975 and 1985 the project functioned along two converging paths. One path, which 
resulted in the production of the 1974 through the 1983 Juvenile Court Statistics reports, continued 
the data collection and reporting procedures utilized by the Children's Bureau. These reports 
continued to focus only on the volume of cases handled by juvenile courts. The second path first 
explored and then collected the automated case-level records generated by state and local juvenile 
court information systems. To disseminate these data a new reporting series was developed - 
Delinquency in the United States. The 1975 through 1983 Delinquency reports contained national 
estimates of the types of delinquency and status offense cases referred to juvenile courts, a 
description of the youth involved and the court's responses to these cases. The Delinquency reports 
contained the detail found in the Juvenile Court Statistics reports of the 1920's and 1930's. From the 
first edition of the Delinquency series, it was realized that the future of the Juvenile Court Statistics 
series lay in the use of these automated case records. However, to maintain the integrity of the 
Juvenile Court Statistics series it was decided to continue both series until a detailed working 
knowledge of the case-level data and their associated analysis problems was established. When this 
point had been reached, it was decided that the Juvenile Court Statistics series would begin to use the 
case-level data as its primary source of information and the Delinquency series would be discontinued. 
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These paths converged with the 1984 edition of Juvenile Court Statistics. For the first time 
since the late 1930*s, a Juvenile Court Statistics report contained a detailed description of the 
demographic, offense and processing characteristics of delinquency and status offense cases. Tne 
goals of the reporting series and the content of the report had returned to the original design of 
those who laid the foundation for this work over 60 years ago. Through the years the project has 
come to depend on the secondary analysis of available data, instead of attempting to mount an 
independent data collection system. In the past the secondary analysis of available data failed to 
provide the detailed information that was needed to support national information needs. However, 
the quality of available data has improved so dramatically in recent years, with the introduction of 
client tracking and management information systems, that policy makers and researchers can now 
find the detailed information on juvenile courts they require in the Juvenile Court Statistics !;eries. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 



Ttus report, the S9th in thcJuvenffe Court Statistia series, describes the number and 
characteristics of delinquenQr and status dfrense cases di^>osed during 1985 by courts with juvenile 
jurisdiction. This report is designed as a reference document Some iinportant national 
characteristics, trehds.aifd issues are addressed sdong with findfaigs that may raise questions and 
stimulate discussion. In the s^e of a leference document the interpretations of this infoitnatiqn are 
largely left to the reader. 

In most juvenile justice systems delinquency and status offense cases are referred to a 
juvenile court intake linit for screening. This in^e unit determines if the matter should be handled 
informally or formally through the filing of a petition which requests an adjudicatory or waivier 
hearing. This report presents information on t>oth petitioned and nonpetitioned delinquency and 
status offense cases, but national estimates are presented only for petitioned cases. 

PETinpNED PEUNQUENGY CASES 

In 1985 the nation's juvenile courts petitioned and formally di^osed an estimated 534,000 
delinquenqr offense cases, tliis n^resents a 7% increase over t^^ A 
youth was charged with a property offense (e^ burglary, larceny-theft, t^assing,-vandalism) in 
55% of all formally handled delinquency cases in 1985. In 21% of the delinquency cases the charge 
was a person offense (e.g^ robbery, aggravated and^ple assault) and in 6% a drug jaw violation, 
between 1984 and 1985 the number of person offense cases handled by the courts increased by 12%, 
iwhile the number of proper^ offense cases increased by 5% and the number of drug law violation 
cases increased by 20%. 

Three of every foiir petitioned delinqueiky cases di^sed by the courts in 1985 were 
referred by law enforcement agencies. The others were referred by parents, schools, ^dms, 
probation officers, and others. Youth in 34% of all formally processed delinquency cases were 
securely detained at soh:e point between referral to court and di^sidon, with person offense cases 
the most likely to be detained. Two percent of all petitioned delinquency cases in 1985 were waived 
to criminal court where the youth was processed as an adult In 64% of petitioned delinquemy cases 
the youth was adjudicated delinquent Of these yoiith 29% were placed out of the home in a 
residential facility and 57% were placed oh formad probatibh. 

EETITIONED STATUS OFFENSE CASES 

In 1985 the nation's juvenile courts petitioned and formally disposed an estimated 88,000 
status offense cases. This represents an 11% increase over the workload of the courts in 1984. the 
status offense caseloads were nearly equally divided among runaway, truancy, ungovernable and 
statiis liquor law violation cases. 

While the vast majority of status liquor law vioiatioii cases were referred by law enforcement 
agencies in 1985, no more than one-quarter of runaway, truancy or ungovernable cases came from 
law enforcement sources. Youth in 18% of all formally processed status offense cases were securely 
detained at some point between referral to court and disposition. One-third of all runaway cases 
were detained, compared to one-fifth of sdl ungovernable cases and one-tenth of all truancy and 
status liquor law violation cases. In 60% of petitioned status offense cases the youth was adjudicated. 
One-quarter of adjudicated status offenders were placed out of the home in a residential facility and 
one-half were placed on formal prob;ition. 
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INTRODUCTION 



This report, the 59th in the Juvenile Court Statistics series, describes the number and 
characteristics of delinquency and status offense cases disposed in 1985 by courts with juvenile 
jurisdictioh. Such courts may handle other case tjpes, including traffic, child support, adoption,, 
termination of parental rights,, and those involving juveniles brought before the court because they 
were alleged to be victims of abuse or neglect. However, the major focus of this report is the court's 
handling of juyer^Ies charged with a la\y violation (a criminal law violation or a status offense). 

STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT 

Chapters 1 arid 2 present riatioTnal estimates of the delinquency and status offense cases 
formally. handled by courts with juvenile jurisdiction iri 1985. TTiese chapters provide a detailed 
portrait pf these^ases including the offenses involved, sources of referral, detention practices and 
case dispositions. This picture is based on analyses of over 337,000 individual case records from 1,133 
courts \yith jurisdiction over 49% of the nation's juvenile population at-risk and court-level statistics 
from an additional 345 courts with jurisdiction over !()% of the nation's juvenile population at risk. 
Thus, national estimates were generated using data from courts with jurisdiction over 59% of the 
nation's youth population. A description of the statistical procedures used to generate these 
estiriiates is found in Appendix A. 

The national estimates found in Chapters 1 and 2 are limited to the most commonly 
reported case characteristics, the individual delinquency and status offense case records do, 
however, support more detailed subnatiorial analyses. Chapters, erititled Data Briefs, contains a 
large set of subnatjonal tables which shed light oh many aspects of juvenile court del inquency and 
status offense caseloads which are not found in the first two chapters. 

Few terms in the field of juvenile justice have widely accepted defiriitions. the terminology 
used in this report has been carefally developed and employed to communicate, as precisely as 
possible, the findings of this work;. The reader is asked, to consult Appendix B, the Glossary of 
Terms, when there is some doubt cpricefnirig the exact definition of a term, the conscientious reader 
is encouraged to study the glossary before reading this report. 

Appendix C presents a listing ptthe number of delinquency/status and dependency cases 
handled by individual juvenile courts in 1985. Each data set is footnoted to indicate the source of thJ 
data andlfs unit or units of count. Since courts report their statistical data using various units of 
count (e.g., cases disposed, offenses referred, offenses petitioned, cases terminated), the reader is 
cautioned against making cross-jurisdictional comparisons before studying the accompanying 
footnotes. 

DATA QUALITY 

the data collection procedures utilized by this work differ substantially from those of the 
other major national data collection projects which focus, as (his work does, on the juvenile justice 
system's response to law-violating youth. The other projects, the Uniform Crime Reporting Program 
and. the Children in Custody Census, collect uniform data designed specifically to meet each project's 
reporting requirements, this work relies on the secondary analysis of data originally compiled by 
juvenile courts or juvenile justice agencies to meet their own information and reporting needs. As a 
consequence, the incoming data are not:uniform across jurisdictions. In addition, the data do not 
come from a scientifically selected probability sample of courts, but rather from those juyeriile court 
systems which routinely collect and willingly disseminate their data, this approach has its inherent 
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strengths and weaknesses. Therefore, to properly assess the validity of the information found in this 
report, critical readers must balance the advantages and disadvantages of analyzing available data to, 
meet national feporting needs. 

One advantage of this approaches the accuracy of the available data. These data sets were 
generated by information systems that were designed by state arid local juvenile courts specifically to 
meertheir own information needs. Therefore, the validity of the data is important to those who 
record the infonnation because the data are used to facilitate the daily operations of the court and/or 
to provide information for planning and evaluation. Consequently, these data have more face validity 
than data collected by court staff merely to meet riatjbnal reporting requirements. 

One potential disadvantage, at least for national reporting, is the heterogeneity of the 
reported data. Data suppliers collect and reporf information using their own definitions and coding 
categories. Variables reported iri some data sets were riot contained in others. Even y;hen similar 
data elements exist, thty sometimes have inconsistent definitions or^pverlapping coding categories 
which limit the amount of detail that can be.pfeserved.when the data are merged, To combine 
information from various sources, the data were receded into standardized coding categories which 
at times sacrificed detail Jn order to increase sample. size. The standardization process required an 
intimate understanding of the development, structure, and content of each data set received. 
Godebooks and operation manuals were studied, data suppliers interviewed, and data files analyzed 
to maximize the understanding of each information system. Every attempt was mad^ to insure that 
only compatible information from the various datia sets was placed into the standardized data file. 

UNIT OF COUNT 

In measuring its activity a juvenile court may countUhe number of offenses of cases referred; 
the number of offenses, cases or petitions filed; the numberof disposition hearings or the number of 
youth.handled. Each unit of count has its owii merits and drawbacks., From its beginning this 
reporting series adopted as its unit of count the casie disposed. In this unit of count a case represents 
a youth processed by a juvenile court on a new referral regardless of the numberof charges contained 
in that referral. A youth charged with four burglaries in a single referral represents a single case, 
while a youth referred to court intake for three burglaries and referred again the following week on 
another burglary charge represents two cases; The term disposed means.that some, definite action 
has been taken or that some plan of treatment has been decided upon or initiated. It does not 
necessarily mean that the case is closed or terminated iri the.serise that all contact with the youth or 
his/her family has ceased. 

In general, a case can be disposed in one of two ways, either informally or formally. In an 
informally handled (or nonpetitioned) case, court intake personnel decide to adjust or divert the 
matter prior to filing a formal petition or affidavit which requests an adjudicatoiy or waiver hearing. 
In most nonpetitioned cases the youth is released (at rimes with a warning)^ referred to another 
agency for voluntary services, or agrees voluntarily to pay a fine or some form of restitution. In a 
forriially processed (or petitioned) case a decision is made by court intake personnel to file a petition, 
affidavit or other legal instrument requesting an adjudicatory or waiver hearing before a judge. In 
the adjudicatory hearing the court is asked to assume jurisdiction over the youth. If the youth is 
adjudicated, the court may order the youth to pay a fine or resritution, place.the youth on probation, 
or place the youth out of the home in a residential treatment program. In a waiver (transfer or 
certification) hearing the court is asked to determine if the youth should be transferred to the 
criminal court for prosecurion as an adult. 

The traditional juvenile court handled both formal and informal cases. In recent years, 
though, the responsibility for juvenile court intake screening has become more and more the duty of 



the executive branch of gbvernnierit. In many communities countj' attorneys and/or youth service 
agencies provide the screening and diversion services.that traditionally were a part of the juvenile 
court. Due to this dispersion of the intake fiinctipn in sonie jurisdictions, the process of developing 
national estimates of juvenile court activity has encountered problems in the operational definition of 
juvenile court intake. Juvenile court systems are relatively similar from the point at which a petition 
is filed and an adjudicatory or waiver hearing is requested through formal disposition, but any 
attempt to estimate the number and characteristics of cases handled informally in the juvenile justice 
system nationally encounters numerous definitional and conceptual problems. Consequently^ the 
national estimates presented in this report focus only on form^ly handled or petitioned delinquency 
and status offense cases. Those interested in the nature of informally handled cases are directed to 
Chapter 3 of this report. 

VALIDITY OF THE ESTIMATES 

The national estimates found in this report were generated from data reported by a large 
nonprobability sample of courts. However, because it is a nonprobability sample, statistical _ 
confidence in the estimates can hot be mathematicsdly determined. If a p/pb'ability sampling design 
could be implemented, and those courts selected persuaded to report^ statistical confidence in the 
national estimates would be increased. The advantages of such a procedure are clear, but the simple 
fact is that at the present time it would be difficult (if not impossible) to install such a national data 
collection system in the juvenile courts. Courts that have information ^stems already in place would 
resist modifying their systems or installing pariEillei systems to meet national reporting specifications. 
Courts that have survived this long without an information system \yould not install one designed to 
meet another's needs without both economicjncentives and the expectation that the systeni >yould 
support the activities of the local court. Therefore, the present procedure, the secondary analysis of 
available data, is the best practical alternative for developing a picture of the activities of the nation's 
juvenile courts. 

the procedures developed to generate national estimates of court activity from the 
nonprobability sample control for many factors: the size of a community; the demographic 
composition of a community's youth population; the volume of cases referred to reporting courts; the 
age, rate and offense characteristics of thosexases; and the nature of each court's jurisdictiohal 
responsibilities (i.e., upper age of original jurisdiction). Imputation techniques employed in this work 
incorporate these factors as well as many other related case characteristics. Even with all these 
controls, no procedure can completely overcome the fundamental threats to validity caused by the 
use of a nonprobability sample. 

^However, it is possible to compare estimates of similar attributes that are developed from 
these data to estimates developed by other national data systems. For example, the rai's Crime in 
theVnitcd States 1985 (a data collection program also based on a nonprobability sample) provides an 
estimate of the number of cases law enforcement agencies referred to juvenile courts in 1985, while 
the Juvenile Court Statistics program provides an estimate of the number of cases juvenile courts 
received from law enforcement in 1985. As is detailed in the methods section (Appendix A) of this 
report, the difference between the two estimates for 1985 is less than 4%, a ifinding which supports 
the validity of both estimates arid the representativeness of both data collection systems. 

CHANGES INTRODUCED INTHIS REPORT 

Three important changes to this reporting series are introduced in this edition of Juvenile 
Court Statistics, First, the estimation procedure, which in previous years controlled for variations in 
the.size of a jurisdiction and the age profile of its youth population at risk of juvenile court referral, 
has been enhanced to also control for each community's racial composition and the nature of the 
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offense charged. These controls were added to increase the representativeness of the nonprobability 
sample and the confidence in the national estimates. 

The second change is found in the content of the. national estimates. In past reports national 
estimates were based on an assumption that a generic model of a Juvenile court could be applied to 
all court systems across the country. In this generic model, a juvenile court was defined as a court 
with jurisdiction over juyeniles (even though the court may be labelled a circuit, district or county 
court and may also have jurisdiction over adults) and, where necessary, the nonjudicial agencies that 
provided the intake screening functions of the traditional juvenile court. The model was easily 
applied in states where the courts with juvenile jurisdiction hadprimary re^onsibility for their intake 
screening fiinctioh and pro^vided services to both nonadjudicated and adjudicated youth. However, in 
more and more states a set of social service agencies (depending on the nature of the case) along with 
the prosecutor's bflfice perform the intake screening and diversion roles that were the juvenile court's 
responsibility. It.has become increasingly difficult, due to the range of agencies that are involved in 
this phase of the juvenile justice qrstem, to assure that the data collection q^stem is capturing a 
c6mplete:census of what are called informal, nohpetitioned or diverted cases. In earlier reports 
national estimates were developed to describe case processing from the point in the juvenile court 
process where a youth chrxged with a law violation was initially screened to determine if an 
adjudicatory or waiver hearing was necessary. For the reasons stated, beginning with this edition of 
Juvenile Court Statistics.mtioml estimates describe cjise processing from the point immediately after 
the decision has been made to petition and formally process the case. Subnatipnal information on 
the nature and relative volume of informal, nonpetitibned or diverted cases will continue to be 
presented in Chapter 3 of the report; 

Finally, the third change introduced in this edition of Juvenile Court Statbtics is the ser^rate 
presentations of delinquency and status offense information. Courts with juvenile jurisdiction i:/ay 
handle a wide range of case types, including abuse, neglect, custody, termination of parental rights 
and traffic cases, to present combined estimates of delinquency and status offense cases may lead 
some to misinterpret the statistics as representing totaljuvenile cburtworkload statistics. Even more 
importantly, however^ the dembgraphic and court processing characteristics of delinquency and status 
offense cases are so different that they should hot logically be combined. 

FINAL COMMENTS 

This report presents a description of the delinquency and status offense caseloads of the 
juvenile courts in 1985. Some important national characteristics, trends, and issues are highlighted 
along with selected findings that may raise questions and stimulate discussion. However, the report is 
designed primarily as a reference document and, consequently, interpretations of the information 
presented are largely the responsibility of the reader. 

the data used in this report are stored in the National Juvenile Court Data Archive 
(NJCDA) and are available for study. With the prior permission of the original data suppliers, 
archived data files can be copied and shipped for detailed analysis. With the assistance of NJCDA 
staff, selected files can be merged for cross-jurisdictional and/or Ibngitudinal analyses. Or, if 
requested, analyses can be performed by NJCDA staff to meet specific needs and answer specific 
questions. NJCDA contains the most detailed information available on youth who come in contact 
with the juvenile justice system and on the activities of the nation's juvenile courts. The National 
Juvenile Court Data Archive has been created to facilitate juvenile justice research and its contents 
are available to policy makers and researchers working in this important area. 
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CHAPTER 1: NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF PETITIONED DELINQUENCY CASES, 1985 



COUNTS AND TRENDS 

A delinquency offense is an act committed by a juyenile for which an adult could be 
prosecuted in a ciriminal court Courts with juvenile jurisdiction petitioned and formally disposed an 
estimated 534,000 delinquency cases in 1985 (Table 1). A property offense, such as shoplifting, 
burglaiyror tre^assing, was charged in 55% of these cases (Figure 1). Iii 21% of delinquency cases 
the charge was an offense against the public order, such as disorderly conduct, pu)* drunkenness, 
contempt of court or escape from an;institution. In 18% of delinquency cases the youth was charged 
with a person offense, such as robbeiy, aggravated or simple assault. Finally, 6% of all formally 
processed delinquency cases in 1985 involved a drug law violation* such as possession or sale of a 
controlled substance. 

Between 1984 and 1985 the number of delinquency cases formally processed by juvenile 
courts increased by 7% (Table 2). tlie largest growth was experienced in drug law violation cases, 
where the caseloads increased by more than 20%. The number and rate of cases within each of the 
other three general offense categories also increased; but not as much. Between 1984 and 1985 the 
nurnber ofjperson offense cases formally processed by the courts increased by more than 12%, while 
the number of property and public order cases increased by approximately 5%. 

SbURCE OF REFERRAL 

Delinquency cases are referred to court intake by law enforcement agencies* social service 
agencies, schools, pairents, probation officers, and victims. Law enforcement officers were the 
primaiy source of referral of delinquency cases in 1985. Overall, 3 of eveiy 4 delinquency cases were 
referred to courts by law enforcement officers, but there were mdt variations across offense 
categories (Figure 2). Ninety-one percient of drug law violations were referred by law enforcement 
agencies, as were 85% of property cases and 79% of person offense cases. In contrast, only 52% of 
public order offense cases were referred by law enforcement sources, related to the fact that this 
offense category contains probation violations atid contempt of court cases which were 
predominantly referred by court personnel. 



A MODEL OF JUVENILE COURT PROCESSING 




Although case processing procedures are not uniform across courts with juvenile jurisdiction, 
cases generally proceed along a version of the following path. Cases referred to juvenile courts are 
screened by an intake department.^ The intake officer (or the prosecutor) may decide to dismiss the 
case for lack of legal sufficiency or to resolve the matter informally. These informal dispositions 
could include a voluntaiy referral to a social agency for services, informal probation, or the payment 
of fines or some form of restitution. (Information ori informally handled cases can be found in 
Chapter 3 of this report.) 

However, intake may decide the case should be handled formally. In th'ise iristances a 
petition is filed requesting an adjudicatory or waiver hearing and the case is placed on the court 
calendar. For various reasons a small number of petitions are dismissed befq^^'e the adjudicatory or 
waiver hearing is actually held. If an adjudication hearing is held, the case c«.n be dismissed or 
continued in contemplation of dismissal with recommendations given that sbine actions be taken 



^In sortie states intake screening is a court function. In others it is performed by a state department 
of social services or the prosecutor's office. 
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(e.g.» paying restitution or voluntarily attending a drug counselling program) prior to the final 
adjudication decision. On the other hand» the youth msQr be adjudicated fudged) a delinquent or 
status offender and the case then would proceed to a disposition hearing. During the disposition 
phas * of court processing, the judge, generally after reviewiifg a predisposition report, determines the 
most appropriate sanction. The range of options'available to courts varies from jurisdiction to 
jurisdiction, but could include commitment to an institution for delinquents; placement in a group or 
foste&^home, or other residential facility; probation; referral to an outside agency, day treatment or 
mental health program; or imposition of a fine, community service or restitution order. If a waiver 
hearing is requested instead of an adjudicatory hearing, the juvenile court juoge is asked to decide 
whether or not the case should be waived to a criminal court for prosecution. In most instances in 
which the waiver request is denied, the cas^ is scheduled for an adjudicatory hearing. 

A youth may be placed in a secure detention facility at various points in the progression of a 
case through the juvenile justice ^stem. Detention practic^ vary from state to state and from court 
to court. Law enforcement agencies might detain juyeniles in jails or lock-ups, court intake officials 
may order detention, and a judicial decision to detain or continue detention mdy occur before or 
after adjudication or disposition. This report assesses only those secure detentions that occur in a 
restrictive facility under court authority while the youth is being processed by the court. Therefore, 
secure detentions bylaw enforcement prior to referral to court intake and those detentions that 
occur after the disposition of the case (e.g., temporary holding of a youth in a detention facility while 
awaiting availability of a court ordered placement) are not included in the discussion that follows. 

DETENTION 

Youth in 34% of all formally processed delinquency cases disposed in 1985 were held in a 
secure detention facility at some point between referral to court intake and case disposition (Figure 
3). Youth charged with a property offense were the least likely to be securely detained. While 38% 
of the youth in each of the other three offense categories were held in a secure facility, only 30% of 
property o^ehders were securely detained. Even though property offen'^s were the least likely to be 
detained, the high volume of such cases within the courts resulted in the finding that half of the 
181,000 delinquent youth held in secure detention in 1985 were charged with a property offense 
(Figure 4). 

DISPOSITION 

Two percent of all petitioned and formally processed delinquency cases disposed in 1985 
were waived to criminal court (Figure 5). The youth was adjudicated delinquent by the court in 64% 
ofall formally processed delinquency cases. Eighteen percent of all petitioned.delinquency cases 
resulted in the youth being placed out of the home and 37% were placed on formal probation. 
Looking at this in another way, 57% of adjudicated delinquents were placed on formal probation and 
29% were placed out of the home in a residential facility. A disposition was ordered in another 10% 
of adjudicated cases which required the youth to pay restitution or a fine, to participate in some form 
of community siervice or to enter a treatment or counselling program. Finally, in a small number of 
cases the youth was adjudicated but was then released. In all, 57% of all formally processed 
delinquency cases in 1985 resulted in either a waiver to criminal court, an out*of*home placement or 
a formal probation order. 

The profile of dispositions received varied with the nature of the offense (Figure 6). Person 
offense cases were the most likely to be waived to criminal court; 3% of person offense cases were 
waived, compared to 2% of property offense cases, 1% of drug law violation cases and less than 1% 
of public order offense cases. However, eyen though youth charged with a person offense were the 
most likely to be waived, they were involved in only one*third of the waivers in 1985. Most youth 
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waived to criminal court were charged with a property offense (FigUie V The youth was charged 
with a person offense in 32% and with a drug law violation in 5% of all waived cases. 

Person offense cases were the least likely to be adjudicated. Approximi tely two-thirds of all 
petitioned property, drug and public order offense cases were adjudicated in 1985, compared to 58% 
of petitioned person ofifense cases (Figure 6). Youth most likely to be placed out of the home by the 
court were those charged with a public order offense; an out-of-home placement occurred in nearly 
one-fourth of all such cases- This higher rate of placement may be explained by the fact that this 
offense Category includes escapes from institutions, probation and parole violations. In comparison, 
about one-fifth of all person, property and drug law violation cases resulted in an out-of-home 
placement Most youth placed out of the home in 1985 were charged with a property offense. Fiftyr 
one percent of delinquent youth placed out of the home were charged with a properiy offense, while 
25% were charged with a public order offense, 18% with a person offense and only 6% with a drug 
law violation (Figure 8). 

In each of the four general delinquenqr offense groups, probation was the most common 
disposition. Forty-three percent of all formally processed drug offense cases resulted in an order of 
probation, compared to 39% of property, 33% of public order and 32% of person offense cases 
(Figure 6). Once again, property offenders made up the largest group of youth on probation. Fifty- 
eight percent of youth placed on probation in 1985 were chairged with a property offense (Figure <)). 

AGE At REFERRAL 

Fifty-three percent of ^1 formally processed delinquency cases in 1985 involved youth who 
were below the age of 16 at the time of referraU (Figure 10). Youth v^lovir the age of 16 were involved 
in over half of the person and property cases handled in 1985, but only one-third of the drug law 
violations. The offense profiles of delinquency cases involving youth referred before or after their 
sixteenth birthdays w( i similar (Figure 11). the majority of referrals in both groups were for a 
property offense and about one referral in five was for a person offense The largest difference 
between the two age groups was found in the proportion of cases charged with a drug law violation. 
Drug law violations were charged in 4% of all cases of youth who were referred before their sixteenth 
birthdays, but in 9% of all cases involving older youth. 

The delinquency case rate increased continuously with age (Figure 12). For example, the 
courts processed 31.8 delinquency cases involving youth who were 15 years of age at the time of 
referral for every 1,000 15-year-old youth at risk in 1985.^ The case rate for 16-year-olds was 26% 
higher, and for 17-year-olds 47% higher, than the rate for 15-year-olds. Case rates also increased 
continuously with age within each of the four general delinquency offense categories with drug law 
violation case rates showing the sharpest increase in the older age groups (Figure 13). 



^^The upper age of juvenile court jurisdiction is defined by statute in each state. In 1985, the upper 
age of court jurisdiction in three states (Connecticut, New York and North Carolina) was 15, 
meaning that a youth arrested at age 16 or older would be under the jurisdiction of the criminal court 
in these states. In eight states (Georgia, Illinois, Louisiana, Massarhusetts, Michigan, Missouri, 
South Carolina and Texas) the upper age of jurisdiction was 16. In one state (Wyoming) the upper 
age of jurisdiction was 18. In all other states the upper age of juvenile court jurisdiction was 17. 
Therefore, riot all 17-year-olds in the nation were under the original jurisdiction of a juvenile court 
(eg., 17-year-olds in New York). The case rates presented in this report control for these variations 
in youth population at risk of referral to juvenile court. 



7 

26 



the use of secure detention in formally processed delinquency cases increased soniewhat in 
the younger age groups (Table 3). However, about one in every three youth above the age of 13 were 
securelj^ detained. 

With the exception of waiver, the dispositional profiles of the younger and older youth were 
very similar (Figure 14). The probability of waiver was substaintially greater for older youth. In 1985, 
3% of all formally:processed delinquency cases involving youth 16 years of age or older were 
transferred to a ciimirial court, compared to less than 0.5% of the cases involving younger youth. 
The probability of adjudication was comparable for both age groups, as was the probability that the 
youth would be placed out of the honic or on formal probatipri. 

SEX 

Between 1984 and 1985 the humbef of petitioned male del inquency cases increased by nearly 
8%, while the volume of female cases increased by nearly 5% (Table 2). Males were involved in 85% 
of all formally processed delinquency cases in 1985. (Figure 15). The offense profiles of male and 
female delinquency cases wereiimilsu: (Figure 16). For both sexes, most referrals were for property 
offenses. For both sexes, about one referral in five was for a person offense and one in twenty for a 
drug law violation. 

the male delinquency case rate was more.thjui 5 times greater than the female rate, 335 
compared to 63 cases per 1,000 youth at risk (Table 2). Both male and female delinquency case rates 
increased continuously >yith age,.but male rates increased more sharply in the ojder age groups 
(Figure;!?). F9r example^ the delinquency case rate for 17ryear-oW males was 53% greater than the 
15-year-old male rate^ while the IT-year-old female rate is only 14% greater than the corresponding 
15-year-old female rate. Male rates increased with age in each of the four general offense categories. 
Female rates for drug law violations increjised substantially with age; however, in the other three 
offense categories^ female rates either leveled off or declined in the older age, groups (Figure 18). 

Overall, males charged with a delinquency offense were detained slightly more often than 
females (fable 4). The largest difference was found in person offense cases. Forty percent of males 
charged with a person offense were securely detained compared to 31% of females. 

Male delinquency cases were more likely to be waived to criminal court than were female 
cases (Figure 19). In 1985, 2% of all males formally processed for a delinquency offense were 
transferred to adult court, compared to less than 1% of the female cases. Male cases were also more 
likely to be adjudicated once petitioned and somewhat more likely to be placed out of the home at 
disposition. In contrast, one-third of both male and female delinquency cases were placed on formal 
probation. 

RACE 

Between 1984 and 1985 the number of petitioned delinquency cases involving white youth 
increased by nearly 6%, while nonwhite cases increased by more than 10% (Table 2). Whites were 
involved in 67% of all formally processed delinquency cases in 198i5 (Figure 20).^ White youth were 
responsible for about two-thirds of all property, drug law viplation and public order cases; however, 
they were involved in only half of all person offense cases. For both racial groups, over half of all 



Eighty-one percent of the nation's youth population in 1985 was classified as white by the U.S. 
Bureau of the Census. In both the population and court data, nearly all Hispanics were included in 
the white racial category. 
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referrals were for a property offense (Figure 21). Twenty-seven percent of all nonwhite delinquency 
cases involved a person offense compared to only 13% of white delinquency cases. 

The nonwhite delinquency case rate was more than twice the white rate, 35^ compared to 
16.8 cases per 1,000 youth at risk (Table 2). The differences between the white and nonwhite rates 
decreased with ^e (Figure 22). While the nonwhite case rates for property, drug law violations and 
public der cases were about twice the white case rates, the nonwhite rate of person offense cases 
was more than 4 times the white rate (Figure 23). 

Thirty-nine percent of npnwhites and 33% of whites charged with a delinquency offense were 
securely detained in 1985 (Table 5). Nonwhites were more likely to be detained within each of the 
four general delinquency oftiense categories, with the difference being greatest when the youth was 
charged with a drug law violation. 

Delinquency cases involving nonwhites were somewhat more likely to be waived to criminid 
cpiirt than were white cases (Figure 24). In 1985, 3% of all nonwhite cases formally processed for a 
delinquency offense were transferred to criminal court, compared to 2% of white cases. Slightly less 
than two- thirds of both white and nonwhite petitioned delinquency cases were adjudicated, with 
similar proportions being placed out of die home or on formal probation at disposition. 
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Table 1 

Reasons for Referral of Delinquency Cases, 1985 



Reason for Referral 


Number of Cases 


Percent 


Index Violent 


48,800 


9a 


Criminal Homidde 


1,100 


02 


Forcible Rape 


3^00 


0.6 


Robbeiy 


ZlpOO 


A A 

4.0 


Aggravated Assault 


23.000 


43 


Index Property 






Burglary 


89.000 


ld.7 


Larceny-Theft 


113.500 


213 


Motor Vehicle Theft 


21,700 


4.i 


Arson 


3.400 


06 


Nonindex Dellnqdency 


257jm 


4&2 


Simple Assault 


37.400 


7.0 


Stolen Property Offenses 


14,100 


2.6 


Treg)a^'ng 


16.000 


3.0 


Vandalism 


28.8C0 


5.4 


Weapons Offenses 


9.000 


1.7 


Other Sex Offenses 


11.400 


11 


Drug Law \^oIations 


33.200 


62 


Obstruction of Justice 


49.600 


93 


Uquor Law Violations 


5.800 


1;1 


Disorderly Conduct 


12.000 


2.2 


Other Delinquent Acts 


40300 


7.6 


Total Delinquency 


534,000 


100.0. 



Note: Detail may not add to total because of rounding. 
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Figure 1 
Offense CharacteristicB of 
Delinqiiencj Cases, 1985 




Total Cases: 534.000 



Table 2 

Delinquenqr Cases and Rates, 1984-1985 



Number of Cases 
fin thousands) Cases per 1.000 Youth at Risk 









Percent 






Percent 




1984 


1985 


Change 


1984 


1985 


Chanee 


Delinquency 


498 


^ 534 


12 


18.7 


202 


8.4 


Person 


85 


95 


123 


32 


3.6 


13.6 


Property 


279 


295 


55 


^ 103 


112 


6.7 


Drugs 


28 


33 


20.1 


1.0 


13 


21.6 


•Public Order 


106 


111 


AS 


4.P 


42 


5.7 


Male 
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Figure 2 
Source of Referral 
of DelinquexLcy CaaeB, 1985 
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Offense Characteristics of Delinquency Cases 
Securely Detained, 1965 
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Dispositions of Delinquency Cases, 1985 
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Figure 6 

Dispositions of Delinquency Cases Within Offense Categories, 1985 
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Figure 7 

Offense Characteristics of Delinquency Cases 
Ifaived to Criminal Court, 1085 
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Figure 8 

Offense Characteristics of Delinquency Cases 
Placed Out of Home, 1985 ^ 
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Offense Characteristics of Delinquiezicy Cases 
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Figiire 10 

Offense CharacteristicB of Delinquency Cases 
by Age at Beferral, 18B5 
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Figure 11 

Delinquency Cases by Age at Beferral 
and Offense Characteristics, 10B5 
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Figure 12 
Delinquency Case Bates 
Vithin Age Groups, 19B5 
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Figure 13 
Delinquency Case Bates 
Within Age Groups and Offense Categories, 1965 
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Variation in the Use of Secure Detention in Delinquency Cases by Age at Referral, 1985 
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Dispositions of Delinquency Cases by Age at Referral, 1985 
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Fijnire 15 
Offenie Characteristics 
of Delinquencj Cases bj Sez« 19B5 
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Fijnure 16 
Offense Chiuracteristici 
of Male and Female Delinquency Cases, 19B5 
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Figure 17 
Delinquency- Case Rates 
by Sex Within Age Groups, 1985 
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Figure IB 
Delinquency Case Rates by Sex 
Within Age Groups and Offense Categories, 1985 
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Table 4 

Variation in the Use of Secure Detention in Delinquency Cases by Sex, 1985 
(Percent of Cases Detained) 
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Figure 19 

Dl3positions of Delinquenqr Cases by Sex, 1985 




Male 


Waived . 


2% 






Petitioned 454.000 






Placement 


19% 




Adiiidicated . - 


.65% 


Probation 


37% 










Other 


6% 










Released 1. 


3% 




Nonadjudicated- 


33% 


Released 


20% 








Not Releases ' 


13% 


Female 


Waivei. 


<1% 






Petitioned 80.000 






- Placeinent 


15% 




Adiudicated 


59% 


Probation 


35% 










Other 


0% 










Released 


3% 




Nonadiudicated 


40% 


Released 


22% 








Not Released 


-18% 













23 



i2 



Ficure 20 
Offense Characteristics 
of Deliquencj Cases hy Race, 1985 
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Fieiire 21 
Offense Characteristics 
of IHiite and Nonwhite Delinquency CaseS^ 1985 
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Figure 22 
Delinquency Case Kates 
by Race Kiibin. Age Groups. 19B5 
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Figjire 23 
Delinquency Ciase Rates by Race 
Within Age Groups and Offense Gategories, 1S35 
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Tables 

Variation in the Use of Secure Detention in Delinquency Cases by Race, 1985 
(Percent of Cases Detained) 
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Figure 24 

Dispositions of Delinquency Cases by Race, 1985 
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CHAPTER 2: NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF PETITIONED STATUS OFFENSE CASES, 1985 



COUNTS AND TRENDS 

A Status offense is an act or conduct which is an offense only when committed by a juvenile. 
In 1985 courts with juvenilcjurisdiction petitioned and formally disposed an estimated 88,000 status 
offense cases (Figure 25). the courts in 1985 handled approximately equal numbers of runaway, 
truancy, ungovernable and status, liquor law violation cases.^ Between 1984 and 1985 the number of 
status offense dises formally handled by the courte increased by 11% (Table 6). Increases were 
experienced in all offense categories, with the number of runaway cases fncreasing by 3%, truancy 
cases by 7%, ungovem2*le cases by 16%, and status liquor law violations cases by 9%. 

SOURCE OF REFERRAL 

Law enforcement agencies were the primaiy source of referral for status liquor law violation 
cases in 1985, while they referred no more than one-quarter of the mnaw^, truancy aiid 
ungovernable cases (Figure 26). Ninety-one percent of status liquor law-violations were referred by 
law enforcementagencies, compared to 25% of runaway cases, 21% of truancy cases and 12% of 
ungovernable cases. 

DETENTION 

Youth in 18% of all formally processed status offense cases disposed in 1985 were held in a 
secure detention facility at some point between referral to court intake and case di^osition (Figure 
27). A runawj^ was the most likely status offender to be securely detained; secure detention was 
used in one-third of all runaway cases. In compari^n, 2 of every 10 youth charged with 
ungovernability and 1 of every 10 youth charged with truancy or status liquor law, violation were 
securely detained. Along with being the most likely to be detained, runaways also accounted for the 
largest group of status offenders detained in 1985. Of the 16,000 yoiith charged with a status offense 
and securely detained, 37% were charged with running away from home (Figure 28). 

DISPOSITION 

The youth was adjudicated a status offender by the court in 60% of the petitioned status 
offense cases in 1985 (Figure 29). Twenty-eight percent of all petitioned status offense cases were 
placed oh probation and 13% were placed out of the home. In terms of adjudicated status offense 
cases, nearly half were placed on probation, while nearly one-quarter were placed out of the home in 
a residential facility. Another one-quarter of adjudicated youth were required to pay restitution or a 
fine or to enter a treatment or counselling program. 

''Some courts do not provide in their automated case records sufficient detail on the nature of the 
status offense involved in a referral to confidently group a case into one of the four major reporting 
categories. For example, some systems use a general status offense category Behavior Injurious to 
5e/f, which includes running away, truancy and ungovernability. Some use codes which represent a 
combination 6f individual status offense categories, such as the code Truant from Home or School. In 
order to present the best dercription of the demographic and dispositional characteristics of 
individual status offense case types, ambiguous status offense cases were coded into the reporting 
category Other (which could also have been labeled Unspecified), therefore, this reporting categoiy 
combines those status offenses that do not belong in the four major status offense categories used in 
this report with somi unknown number of runaway, truancy, ungovernable and status liquor law 
violation cases. 
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The profile of dispositions received by an adjudicated status offender was dependent on the 
nature ofthe ^leged offense (Figure 30). Adjudication was most commonJn ungovernable cases and 
least common in runaway cases. The lower rate of adjudication in runaway cases may be because, 
many cburts return a runaway youth to his or her home jurisdiction for adjudication and disposition. 
In such cases the youth was not adjudicated by the origihal court, but released with the 
understanding that the case wou W be filed in the home jurisdiction. Out-of-home placement was- 
most likely for youth charged with ungovernability and least common for status liquor law violations. 
Of those status offenders placed out of the home, 36% were charged with ungovernability, 28% with 
running away from home, 22% for truancy and only 6% for a status liquor law violation (Figure 31). 
An order of formal probation was most likely in truancy and ungovernable cases. Overall, one-third 
of status offenders adjudicated and placed on probation were charged with truancy and one-quarter 
with ungovernability (Figure 32). Finally, unlike the other.status offense cases, a large percentage of 
adjudicated liquor la\y violations resulted iii a fine or an order to enter a treatment or counsellhig 
program (Figure 30). 

AGE AT REFERRAL 

Two-thirds of all formally processed status offense cases in 1985 involved youth who were 
below, the age of 16 at the time of referraJ (Figure 33)V Youth below the age of 16 were involved in 
75% of all runaway cases, 93% of all truanqr cases and 76% of all ungovernable cases, but only 25% 
of all status liquor law violations. The profiles of status offenses found in cases involving youth 
referred before or after their sixteenth birthdays were different (Figure 34). The largest difference 
between the two age groups was found in their involvement in status liquor law violations. A status 
liquor law viol ation.was charged in 50% of all the status offense referrals involving youth sixteen 
years of age or older and in only 8% of the cases involving youngeryouth. For the younger youth 
truancy was the most common status offense, while it was the least common for the older youth. 

Status offense case rates peaked at age-15 and decreased marginally in the older age groups 
(Figure 35). But, among the individual offense categories, the patterns were veiy different (Figure 
36). Runaway, truancy and ungovernable case rates dl peaked at age 15 and decreased substantially 
by age 17. In contrast, status liquor law violation case rates increased continuously with age. In fact, 
while the rates of ninning away, truancy and ungovernable cases decreased an average of 76% 
between age 15 and^age 17, status liquor la\y violation rates increased by 334%. 

Overall, the use of secure detention in formally processed status offense cases showed no 
consistent pattern of change across age groups (Table 7). This was also true within the individual 
status offense categories. — 

The dispositional profiles of status offenders age 15 or younger arid those age 16 or older 
were very different, reflecting to a great extent the substantial involvement of the older youth in 
status liquor law offenses (Figure 37). While the probability of adjudication was comparable for both 
age groups, the probability that 7he youth would be placed out of the home was far greater for the 
younger group. Compared to the older group, a larger proportion of the younger youth were placed 
on formal probation, In contrast, substantially more of the older group were ordered to pay fines or 
to enter a treatment of counselling program, clearly related to their high involvement in status liquor 
offenses. 

SEX 

Between 1984 arid 1985 the riumbef of petitioned male status offense cases increased by 
more than 12%, while female cases increased by 9% (Table 6). In 1985, males were involved in 57% 
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of all petitioned and fonnally processed status offense cases (Figure 38). There were, however, wid« 
variations Withinrtie individual offense categories. Males were invplvjed in 74% of status liquor law 
violation cases, 55% of tru^Ky and 51% of ungovernable cases. On the other hand, 63% of the 
runaways formally processed by the juvenile courts in. 1985 were female, The offense profiles, of pale 
and female status offense cases reflect the high male, involvement in liquor law violations and the high 
female involvement in runaway cases (Figure 39). Runaway cases accounted for 29% of all female 
status offense cases, compared to only 13.% of male cases. In contrast, a liquor law violation was 
.charged Jn 29% of male status offense cases, compared to only 14% of female cases. 

Status offense case rates for males increased almost continuously with age, with only a slight 
decline between ages 15 and 16 (iFigure 40). Female rates, however, peaked at age 15 and declined 
substantially thereafter. These a^arently different patterns of male and female status offense case, 
rates were not found, hpwever, within the individual offense categories (Figure 41). For both niales 
and females, runaway, truancy and ungovernable ca$€ rates peaked at age 15 and declined markedly 
in the older age groups. Similarly, for both male and females, the case rates within the status liquor 
category increased dramatically with age, especially in the older age groups. Within the status liquor 
category, the male 17-year-old rate was 5 times the fate for 15-yeaf-olds, while theiemale difference 
was nearly a factor of 3. In other words, the variation between the overall status offense case rate 
distributions for males and females reflects more their uneven involvement in the various individual 
offense categories than a difference in the age-related pattern of status offense feferrsJs. 

Females charged.with a status offense were detained slightly more often than males (Table 
8). But, once again, this reflects their differehtiS involvement in the various offense categories. 
Within.each of the individual offense categories, males and females \yere detained at a similar fate. 
For both sexes, one-third of fufiaway, one-fifth of ungovernable and one-tenth of status liquor and 
truancy cases were detained, llie greater detention of female status offendefs, overall, is the result of 
theirgreater involvement in runaway cases which were detained at a high rate. 

Male and female status offense cases were equally likely to.be adjudicated once petitioned 
(Figure 42). Female status offense cases were somewhat more likely to be placed out of the home of 
on probation at disposition; males were less likely to receive these more severe dispositions because 
of their greatef involvement in status liquor law violations which tended to receive the less severe 
dispositions. 

RAGE 

Between 1984 and 1985 the number of petitioned status offense cases involving nonwhite 
youth increased by neariy 8%, while white cases increased by more than Xl% (Table 6). Whites were 
involved in 83% of all formally processed status offense cases in 1985 (Figure 43)/ White youth were 
involved in 80% of all runaway, 79% of all truancy, 78% of all ungovernable and 95% of status liquor 
law violations. This disproportional involvement of white youth in status liquor law violation cases is 
reflected in the offense profiles of white ?nd nonwhite cases (Figure 44). Compared to white cases, 
non>yhite status offense caseloads were comprised of greater proportions of runaway, truancy and 
ungovernable cases primarily because of their extremely low proportion of status liquor law 
violations. 

The status offense case rate for whites was greater than the nonwhite rate, 3.4 compared to 
2.8 cases per 1,000 youth at risk (Table 6). However, the nonwhite rates were greater than white 

^ ^ > 

^Eighty-one percent of the nation's youth population in 1985 was classified as white by the U.S. 
Bureau of the Census. In both the population andxourt data, nearly all Hispanics were included in 
the white racial category. 
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rates in the younger age groups (Figure 45). For nonwhites the overall status offense case rates 
peaked ^t age 15 and dropped substantially thereafter. The white rates also pejdced at age 15, but 
there was relatively little decline in the older age groups. The characteristics of these overall case rate 
distributions can be more easily understood by examining the individual offense distributions (Figure 
46). Within the runaway, truancy and ungovernable caseloads, both white and nonwhite rates peaked 
at age 15 and dropped substantially thereafter, with the nonwhite rates generally higher across the 
age range. For both ^yhites and nonwhites the rate of status liquor violation cases increased 
continuously with age, but unlike the. other offense distributions the y/hite rate was substantijdly 
greater at each age. For example, the white rate for 17-year-olds was nearly 5 times greater than the 
nonwhite rate. Therefore, the sharp decline in the overall case rates for nonwhites and the leveling of 
the white rates can be attributed to the differential involvement of whites; and nonwhites in the 
courts* status liquor law violation caseload. 

Twenty-one percent of nonwhites and 17% of whites charged with a status offense were 
securely detained in 1985 (Table 9). Nonwhites were more likely than whites to be detained when 
charged with running away or status liquor law violations. 

White and nonwhite youth charged with a status offense were equally likely to be adjudicated 
and, once adjudicated, to be placed out of the home (Figure 47). However, a far greater proportion 
of nonwhite youth were placed on probation foilo^y^ng adjudication. Once again, this relates to the 
finding that a large proportion of white status offenders were c:harged with status liquor law 
violations which were less likely than the other status offenses to be placed on probation and more 
likely to be fined or referred to a counselling or treatment program. 
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Figure 25 
Offense CharacteriBiics 
of Status Offense Cases. 1985 
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Table6 

Status OfTense Cases and Rates, 1984-1985 
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Figure 26 
Source of Keferral 
of Status Offense Cases, 1965 



Runaway i 25%| 



Tniancy ^1 
UngoTcmable 




Law Enforcemexxt 



n 



Hi 




other 



Figure 27 
Use of Secure Detention 
in Status Offense Cases. 1985 
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FiEure 28 
Offense Characteristics 
of Status Offense Cases Securely Detained, 1985 
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Figure 29 

Dispositions of Status OfTense Cases, 1985 
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Figure 30 

Dispositions of Status Offense Cases Within Offense Categories, 1985 
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Figure 31 

Offense Uharacteristics of Status Offense Cases 
Placed Cut of Home, 1985 
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Offense Characteristics of Status Offense Cases 
Placed on Formal Probation, 1985 
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Fieure 33 
Offense CharacteristicB 
of Status Offense CiBises by Age at Keferral, 19B5 



! 

Status 










Runawaj 


^^^^^^^^^^^^ 




















UnKOvernable 












Liquor 






15 or Younger 


16 or Older 



Figure 34 
Status Of.?eh8e Cases 
by Age at Referral and Offense Chafiaicteristics, 1985 
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Figure 35 
Status Offense Case Rates 
Within Age Groups, 1985 
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Figure 36 
Status Offense Case Sates 
Within Age Groups and Offense Categories, 1985 
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Table? 

Variation in the Use 6t Secure Detention in Status OfTense pases by Age at Referral, 1985 

(Percent of Cases Detained) 



Age at Referral 





IQ 


11 


12 


i2 




i4 


16 


12 


Status Offense 


15 


22 


19 


20 


20 


IS 


17 


14 


Runawjy 




38 


42 


36 


34 


31 


34 


36 


Truancy 


8 


15 


9 


11 


10 


9 


8 


11 


Ungovernable 


19 


24 


'21 


22 


21 


19 


21 


16 


, Liquor 


* 


* 


* 


14 


14 


14 


10 


10 



* Too few cases to obtain a reliable percentage. 



Figures? 

Dispositions of Status Offense Gases by Age at Referral, 1985 
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Fif^ire 38 
Offense Characteristics 
of Status Offense Cases by Sex, 1985 
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Fieiire 39 
Offense Characteristics 
of Male and Female Status Offenise Cases, 1985 
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Figure 41 
Status Offense Case Rates 
by Sex Within Age Groups and Offense Categories, 1965 



iTooo 

YQuthl.O 
in 

Group 

0.0 



Runaway 



10 11 It 19 14 10 18 
Age at Roferrftl 



UngoTemable 



17 




10 .11 It 13 14 16 10 
Ago at Roferral 



a5 

Caoetg^ 

per 

1.000 1^ 
Youth 
in 1U> 

G^SSpW 
0J> 



Catet M, 

Youth SJ> 
ao 

Ago 

Group 1.0 

OJ) 



Truancy 




10 11 It IS 14 16 10 17 
Age at Referral 

Liquor 




H — \— 

10 li 18 IS 14 16 16 17 
Age at Referral 



41 





Tables 




Variation in the Use of Secure Detention in Status OfTense Cases by Sex, 1985 


(Percent of Cases Detained) 






Male 
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Status Offense 


i? 


20 
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34 


33 


Truancy 


10 
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20 
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10 



Figure 42 

Dispositions of Skatus Offense Cases by Sex, 1985 
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Fieure 43 
Offens^ CharacteristicB 
of Status Offense Cases by Race, 1985 
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Figure 44 
Offense uharacteristicB 
of White and Nonirhite Status Offense CaseSt 1985 




iFigure 45 
Status Offense Case Eates 
by Eace. Within Age Groups, 1965 
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Figure 46 
Status Offense Case Kates by Kace 
Within Age Groups and Offense Categ;ories, 1965 
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Table 9 

Variation in the Use of Secure Detention in Status Offense Cases by Race, 1985 

(Percent of Cases Detained) 





White 


Noriwhite 


Status Offense 


17 


21 


Runaway 


34 


40; 


Truancy 


6 


8 


Ungovernable 


21 


19 


Liquor 


li 


16 



Figure 47 

Dispositions of Status Offense Cases by Race, 1985 
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CHAPTER 3:= DATA BRIEFS 



National estimates, such as those presented in the previous chapters, often lack the detail 
needed;to address specific issues because they are, of necessity, based on the largest possible number 
of jurisdictions. When analyzing available data it is generally true that as the sample size increases, 
detail decreases. .However, analyses of the archived data can test many of assumptions about the 
activities arid procedures of juvenile courts and the youth who come before them. By carefully 
selecting jurisdi( tions with compatible data that address a specific issue, detailed findings beyond 
those possible from national estimates can be developed. 

This chapter presents the rf*^ults of sample-specific analyses of the 1984 and 1985 juvenile 
court data files. Each table in this chapter is supported by a large data set and each table identifies 
the jurisdictions included in the supporting data set. The percentage of the U.S. population at risk 
contained in each sarnple is included as an aid to the reader. Throughout this chapter the reader 
must ahvays keep in mind that the findings are direct reflections of the activities of the courts in 
each sample and arc not national cstimatcs. 

In the style of a reference document table Notes are included to facilitate the reader's 
interpretation of the analyses. They are not presented as complete summaries of the information 
stored in the.tables. Analyses.afe presented in the general offense categories used throughout the 
first two chapters (delinquency offenses: crimes against persons, crimes against property, drug law 
violations, and offenses against the public order; and status^offenses: runaway, liquor law violations, 
truancy, ungovernable, and other status offenses) and/or the offense categories used in the FBI 
Uniform Crime Reports (index violent crimes: murder, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault; 
and index property crimes: burglary, larceny^theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson). This dual 
presentation demonstrates the flexibility of the jUvenile court data sets. A? reference material, each 
table can be studied independently. However, by.feviewing information from several tables based on 
common data sets, the reader can investigate additional questions and issues. Comparison" across 
tabids based on difTerent data sets should be made with caution. Complete definitions of category 
labels can be found in the Glossary of Terms (Appendix B). Table detail may not add to totals 
because 01 Founding or interpolation techniques. 

The Data Brief tables are organized into fourgroups. The first group (Tables 10-20) consists 
of percent distribution tables presenting demographiciand case processing information. The second? 
set pt tables (Tables 21-29) presents case rates as.well as detention and disposition rates. The third 
group of tables (Tables 30-42) displays 1984t1985 trend rdata for consistently reporting jurisdictions 
detailed by offense, case and, demographic characteristics. The last set of tables (fables 43-59) 
presents case rate and disposition data for selected offenses. 

TREND TABLES 

The trend tables are hew to the Data Briefs. While these tables may look ominous they are 
perhaps the easiest Data i3rief tables to understand (For this reason there are no accompanying 
Table Notes,) To demonstrate the type of information contained in these tables a few findings are 
presented below. Given the current interest in drug involvement among juveniles, various trends in 
drug law violation cases have been pulled together to show how this information can be assembled to 
provide a detailed picture of court.processing trends. Once again, the reader is cautioned that all 
flndings reported below and thrdughmit this chapter reflect only the activities of the courts in tlie 
sample used to generate the corresponding table. 



46 



• Among juvenile courts in the sample, the number of petitioned and nonpetitioned delinquency 
cases handled^in 1985 was 8.1% higher than the number processed in 1984 (Table 33). Crimes 
against persons had the largest increase (10.2%) among delinquency offenses. The smallest 
increase was among public order offenses (3.2%). 

• From 1984 to 1985 these courts experienced a 10.9% increase in the number of males referred to 
juvenile court for the violent offenses of murder, forcible rape,, robbery, and aggravated assault, 
while the number of female violent offense cases increased by 15.1% (Table 30). 

• Betweeo l984 and 1985 the number of burglary cases involving white males increased 4,9% 
compared to a 13% decline fornon\yhite males. For females the number of burglary cases 
involviiig whites increased 10.2% compared to a 4.4% decline for nonwhites. 

• Between 1984 and 1985 the number of aggravated assault and motor vehicle theft cases showed 
the most tharked increases for both males and females, with the increases beirig more than 16%. 
The increase in motor vehicle theft cases was substantially higher among nonwhites of both sexes 
(about 33%) than among whites (about 13%). 

• Injjic sample, the number of petitioned and nonpetitioned status offense cases rose 10.4% from 
1984 to 1985 (Table 34). The number of runaway cases increased by 13.4%. 

• Between 1984 and 1985 the number of status liquor law violation cases involving whites increased 
by 8.0%, while nonwhite caseloads declined by 11.2%. 

• In the sample, the number of securely detained status offense cases increased 25.5% between 1984 
and 1985 (Table 42). The increase in the use of detention. wa^ ffeater for runaway cases (33.6%) 
thari for other types of status offense cases. Liquor law violation cases showed the smallest 
increase in the number of cases detaihed (2.0%). 

A Look at Trciids for Drug Law Violation Gases 

• From 1984 to 1985 the number of petitioned and nonpetitioned drug law violation cases handled 
by juvenile courts in the sample rose by 9.1%:(Fjgure 48). In the same time period these courts 
experiericed some\yhat greater increases in the numbers of person and property offense cases 
(10.2% and 95% respectively). 

• The increase in drug law violation cases was greater aniong males (10.5%) than among females 
(2.7%). 

• Amorig nonwhites the increase in.drug law violation cases was niore than four times the 
corresporiding increase amorig whites (Figure 49). 

• The number of drug law violation cases increased more for younger than older youth (Figure 50). 
Athong youth age 15 or younger there was a 12.7% increase in dnig cases; the increase in drug 
cases for youth age 17 or older was 4.4%. 

• The increase in drug law violation cases ampng nonwhite males was 24.4% compared to 6.2% for 
white maies (Figure 51). the pattern was similar forfemales; there was a 19.2% increase in the' 
number of drug law violation cases involving nonwhite females and no change in the number of 
such cases involving white females. 



• While the number of drug law violation cases handled by the juvenile couriS increased in the 
sample by 9.1%, courts which reported detention information indicated that the number of drug 
cases which were securely detained prior to disposition rose 17.5% (Figure 52). Drug law 
violation cases had a larger increase in the number of cases detained than any other offense 
category. In comparison, the * .mber of detained cases involving crimes against persons increased 
6.8% (Table 41). Overall, t number of delinquency cases securely detained increased 5.9% from 
1984 to 1985. 

• In the sample the increase in the number of securely detained drug law violation cases was 
significantly greater among nonwhiten (43.1%) than. among whites (9.3%). For both groups the 
increase in the number of detained drug cases was nearly double the increase in the number- of 
drug cases handled by the juvenile courts. 

• While the number of drug law violation cases handled informally by juvenile courts in the sample 
between 1984 and 1985 increased by 5.4%, there was a 133% increase in the number of drug law 
violation cases which were handled formally through the filing of a petition aud a hearing before a 
judge (Tabic 37). The increase in the number of formal drug cases was significantly.greater for 
males (15.7%) than for females (0.7%). 
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Figiire 4B 
Delinquency Case Trends 
by Sex. 1984-1985 
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Figure 49 
Delinquency Case Trends 
by Kace, 1984-1985 
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Figure 50 
Delinquency Case 'trends 
by Age at Referral, 1984-1985 
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Figure 51 
Drug Case Trends. 1984-^1985 



By Sex and Race 
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Figure 52 
Drug Case Detention Trends 
1984-1985 



By Sex and Race 
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tablelO 

What were the dellnquirncy offense patterns for different age/sex groups? 



Dcliriguencv Offenses 





Number of 








Public 






Cases 


Person 


Property 


Driigs 


Order 


total 




<r3,478 


16% 


55% 


8% 


21% 


100% 


Of* 


42 "\91 


17% 


71% 


1% 


12% 


100% 




39 4(12 


17% 


'63% 


•4% 


17%- 


100% 


14 


^7 ^97 


17% 


58% 


6% 


20% 


100% 


15 


91,150 


16% 


55% 


8% 


22% 


100%; 


16 


102,008 


16% 


51% 


10% 


23% 


100% 


17 nr rWfinr 
- X / Ul ^lUv^ 


11^ 922 


X\J /o 


47% 


12% 


25% 


100% 


ZX 

IVlalCS 




lU /O 


J J /O 


' o /o 


21% 


100% 


or 1 oungcr 




AO /O 


71% 


X /cy 


11% 

X X 


100% 




'in J^^R 


17% 

X I /O 




3% 


16% 


100% 


14 


53,162 


16% 


60% 


6% 


19% 


100% 


15 


73!d89 


i6% 


56% 


Si% 


21% 


ioo4 


16 


84,075 


16% 


52% 


io% 


23% 


100% 


17;o.r Older 


97,391 


16% 


47% 


i2% 


25% 


1G0% 


Ferha|cs 


84,400 


16% 


53% 


7% 


24% 


100% 


12 of Younger) 


7,222 


18% 


67% 


'2% 


13% 


100% 


13 


•8,510 


i9V' 


57% 


4% 


19% 


100% 


14 


14,382 


18% 


53% 


6% 


23% 


\m% 


15 


17,990 


16% 


51% 


7% 


27% 


100% 


16 


i7i859 


16% 


51% 


8% 


26% 


100% 


17 or Older 


i8;437 


14% 


50% 


10% 


26% 


100% 



: Data Sources: AL, AZ,.CA, FL, HI, lA; MD. MS, NE, NJ, ND, OH, PA, SD,TN, UT, VA 
(36:9% of the U.S. youth population at risk) 



TABLE NOTES 

• Drug law violations accounted for: 1% of the ca, cs involving juveniles age 12 or younger, but 12% 
of the cases involving juvciiilcs age 17 or older. 

• Property oftcnscs accountcd for the largest proportion of cases for ail age groups, 

• Air ohg females 24% of cases were referred to juvcnile.court for public order offenses, for males. 
\ihe'figurc wa ?^%, 

• Cases involving females age 17 or older were somewhat less likely than cases involving males of 
the same age to luivc been referred for a person offense. 
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Table li 



What were the status ofTense patterns for difTerent age/sex groups? 



Status Offenses. > - 

Number of 

Cases RuHxIwav Liquor Truancy Ungovernable Other Total 



)tal Cases 


'87381 


26% 


25% 


11% 


-25% 


13% 


100% 


?e 

12 or Younger 


5,552 


24% 


2% 


22% 


42% 


9% 


100%. 


13 


7,636 


30% 


5% 


18% 


35% 


13% 


100%, 


14 


14,863 


31% 


9% 


17% 


31% 


13% 


160% 


15 


20,172 


28% 


16% 


15% 


27% 


14% 


100% 


16 


20,743 


25% 


33% 


5% 


23% 


14% 


100% 


17 or Older 


18,414 


17% 


'54% 


2% 


14% 


14% 

At /O 


J.UU /o 


X 

Males 


48,417 


17% 


33% 


11% 


23% 


17% 


100%' 


12 or Yo'iiiger 


3355 


20% 


2% 


23% 


45% 


10% 


100% 


13 


3,577 


22% 


6% 


20% 


36% 


17% 


100% 


14 


6,808 


22% 


11% 


20% 


31% 


18% 


100% 


15 


10,043 


20% 


21% 


16% 


25% 


19% 


106% 


16 


11,972 


17% 


41% 


5% 


19% 


17% 


100% 


17 or Older 


i2,662 


11% 


.61% 


2% 


ii% 


15% 


160% 


Females 


38,9^" 


36% 


15% 


11% 


29% 


9% 


100% 


12 or Younger 


2,19'8 


30% 


3% 


22% 


39% 


7% 


100% 


i3 


4,054 


37% 


4% 


16% 


35% 


9:% 


100% 


14 


8,048 


39% 


7% 


15% 


31% 


9% 


100%. 


15 


10,116 


37% 


11% 


14% 


29r 


9% 


100% 


16 


8,766 


36% 


22% 


5% 


27% 


10% 


ioo% 


17 or Older 


5,746 


30% 


36% 


3% 


19% 


12% 


100% 



bata Sources: AL, AZ, CA, FL, HI, MD, MS, NE, ND, OH, SD, TN, UT, VA 
' , (27:7% of the U.S. youth population at risk) 

TABLE NOTES ~ ' ' ^ 

• Runaway, licjuor lavv violation and ungovernable cases each accounted fpr.about brie-quarter of 
status offense cases. 

^ Ariiong status offenses involving juveniles age 12 oryounger, 42% were ungovernable cases. 

• The proportion of status offense cases whiclr involved liquor law violations was greaterioroldei 
than younger juveniles. 

• Among ifemales, more than J in 3 status offense cases involved running away; amorij^ males, about 
pin 6 status offense cases involved running away. 
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Table 12 



Using FBI offehse categories, what kinds of cases \^'ere waived to criminal court? 



Delinquency Cases Waived to Criminal Court- 



AllOffenses 



Index Violent 
Murder 
Forcible Rape 
Robbery 

Aggravated /issault 







Sex 




Age - 




Total 


Male 


Female 


15 or 
Ybunaer 


16 


17 or 

;6lder 


1,917 


1,855 
100% 


62 
100% 


92 

100% 


438 
100% 


1385 
100% 



5% 


5% 


5% 


5% 


5% 


5% 


4% 


4% 


0% 


7% 


3% 


4% 


17% 


17% 


13% 


26% 


20%. 


15% 


9% 


9% 


11% 


8% 


11% 


9% 



7 C_ 


Burglary. 

liircehy-Theft. 
> Motor yjhiiJe Theft 
; Arson 


49% 
12% 
6% 


19%.- 
12% 
6% 


- -3%. 
11% 
3% 


-13% - 
13% 
4% 


-16% 
9% 
6% 


-20%^ - 
12% 
6% 




Non index Delinquency 
Simple Assault 
Drug Law Vidations 
Other:Nonindex 


3% 
7% 
19% 


3% 
7% 
18% 


2% 
6% 
45% 


8% 
2% 
13% 


2% 
8% 
20% 


3% 
7% 
19% 




r--Less thanb.5% 














' r 


Data Sources: AI^, AZ, HI, MD, S^S, OH, PA, UT, VA 
(26.4% of ii.d;U.S. yoiith population at risk) 









TABLE MOTES 

• The largest proportion of index offense cases transferred. to criminal court involved burglary 
(19%)^ : 

• Among the cases transferred to criminal court involvingmales, 19% were burglary cases; for 
females 3% were burglary cases. 

Five percent of the male and female cases transferred to criminal court invpWed a charge of 
murder* 

• Anipng the cases waived to cnminalxourt, youtfi below the age of 17 were most likely charged 
with robbery, while burglary was the most likely offense for youth age 17 or older. 
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table 13 

\\liatwas the likelihood that a delinquency case was petitioned? 



^ Percent of Delmquencv Cases Petitioned 

Public 

Perso n Property . Drugs Order 



AH Gases 


63 


51 


51 


54 


Sex 










Male 


66 


55 


53 


55 


jpemale 


49 


37 


42 


51 


Race 










White 


57 


49 


48 


52 


Black 


69 


57 


65 


60 


Other 


68 


47 


44 


53 


Age 










12 or Younger 


42 


31 


35 


38 


13 


55 


45 


35 


50 


14 


-62 


50 


44 


55 


15 


65 


54 




56 


16 


68 


58 


53 


55 


17 or Older 


69 


58 


57 


55 



Data Sources: AL, AZ, CA, FL, HI, lA; MD, MS, NE. NJ, NfD, OH, PA SD, TN, UT, VA 
(36.1^% of the U.S; yoiith population at risk) 



TABLE NOTES 

• Person offense cases were more likely than other cases to be Handled formally through the filing 
of a petition and a heafingbefofe a judge. 

• Males cases were more likely to be petitioned than female cases in ail offense^ categories. 

Cases ihvoiving blacks were more likely to be petitioned than cases involving whites or other races 
across all offense categories: 

• por all pffei.se categories, cases invpiving S; were more likely to be petitioned than cases 
involving younger youth. 




Table 14 



What was the likelihood that a status offense case was petitioned? 

, Percent ofStatus Offense Cases Petitioned 

Other 

t Runawav Liquor Truancy Ungovtula ^le Status 



All Cases 


19 


29 


37 




AA 


Sex 












Male 


18 


30 


38 


22 


45 


Female 


20 


26 


37 


25 


44 


Race- 












White 


18 


28 


38 


26 


46 


I3lack 


23 


33 


33 


19 


42 


Other 


16 


47 


50 


16 


27 


Age 








18 


55 


12 or Younger 


19 


28 


32 


13 


18 


37 


40 


23 


56 


14 


20, 


31 


40 


24 


54 


15 


20} 


30 


38 


25 


46 


16 


20 


28 


36 


25 


41 


17 or Older 


17 


29 


25 


21 


33 



Data Sources: AL, AZ, CA, FL, HI, MD, MS, NE, ND, OH, SD, TN, Ut, VA 
(27.7% of the tJ.S, youth population at risk) 



tABIl^NQTES 

• Runaway, cases were kelyJhan other status offense cases to be handled formally through the 
jfiliiig of a petition arid a hearing before a judge. 

• Whites were leastiikeiy to have Jheir liquor law violation cases petitioned, Dat were riiost likely to. 
have their ungovernability cases petitioned. 

• Male ungovernable cases were less likely to be petitioned than their female counterparts. 



Table 15 

What was the likelihood that a delinquent was securely detained prior to dlspo«»tion? 

Percent of DelinQuencv Gases Detained 

Public 

Person Property Drugs Order 



All Gases 


29 


21 


27 


29 


Nbnpetitioncd Gases 










Sex 










Male 


11 


10 


12 


16 


-Female- 


Q 
o 


g 


1/1 


ly 


Race 










White 


id 


9 


19' 


ij 


Black 


11 
± ± 


11 


17 


91 




Ij 


1<I 


1/: 




Aee 










12 or Younopr 




't 


in 






Q 


7^ 




17 


14 


in 


Q 




1/ 


15 


19 


in 


10 

iz 


IT 
1/ 


16 


17 


19 


1*1 
ij 


IT 
1/ 


17 or Older 


13 


13 


14 


1A 
10 


Petitioned Cases 










Sex 










Male 


42 


34 


42 


40 


Female 


33 


28 


37 


41 


Kace 










White 


39 


32 


38 


39 


B}ack 


42 


36 


49 


43 


Other 


47 


38 


46 


50 


Age 










12 or Younger 


25 


20 


32 


32 


13 


34 


29 


34 


40 


14 


40 


33 


40 


45 


15 


42 


36 


43 


.44 


16 


44 


35 


42 


41 


i? or Older 


44 


34 


41 


36 



Data Sources: AL, AZ. GA. FL. lA. MS. NE. NJ^ ND, OH, PA. SO. TN, VA 
(33.7% of the U.S. youth popuiatioh at risk) 



TABLE NOTES 

•p Blacks were more likely to be securely detained than whites in all offense categones. 

• Among petitioned cases, males were more likely tb be securely. detained thanfemales in all 
offense categories except public order.offenses. 
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Table 16 

\^at was the likelihood that a status offender was securely detained prior to disposition? 

. Percent of Status QfenseiCasesbecained 



Runaway Liquor 



Other 

Truancy Ungovernab le Statics 



All Gases 


.22 


5 


3 


8 


6 


Noripetitioned Cases 












Sex 












Male 


zu 




1 


c 


4- 


/Female 


1? 


4 


1 


.4. 


5- 


Raide 








5' 




White 


i9 


3 


1 


3 


Black 


24 


8 


1 


3 


14 


Otfii 


IT 


6 




15 


3 


Age 












12 of Younger 


15 


* 


1 


2 


5 


- 13 - 


15 


■5- 


1 - 


5- - 


•5- 


14 


19 


4 


1 


4 


4 


15 


19 


4 


1 


5 


4 


16 


22 


3 


1 


6 


4 


- 17 or Older 


23 


3 


1 


8 


5 


Petitioned Cases 












Sex 
















14 


7 


i9 


11 


Female 


34 


11 


6 


19 


11 


Race 












White 


34^ 


13 


7 


20: 


9 


Black 


.38 


2i 


7 


16 


15 


Other 




* 


* 


19 


* 


Age 












12 of Younger 


41 


* 


7 


20 


5 


13 


38 




7 


21 


7 


14 




19 


7 


22 


15 


15 


,32 


18 


6 


17 


13 


16 


32 


11 


5 


19 


9 


17 of Older 


38 


12 




16 


13 


^' To few cases to obtain a reliable percentage, 










Data Soufces: AL, AZ, CA, PL, MS, NE, ND, OH, SD, '1 


,VA 







(24.5% of the a.S. youth population at risk) 



TABLE NOTES 



• Runaway cases were much more likely than other status offense cases to involve secure detention 
prior to disposition. 
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Table 17 



\VhatAvas the likelihood that a deh'nqiientwas placed on probation? 

Percent of Dclirouencv Cas 3 Placed on Probation : 

Public 

Person . Proper ty Drugs Order 



All Cases- 


:35 


39 


4i. 


30 


Nonpetitioned Gases 










Sex 


















ly 


Female 


29 


27 


29 


17 


Race 








White 


28 


29 


30 


19 


Black 


.25 


28 


31 


18 


Other 


26 


23 


19 


15 


Age 










12 or Younger 


25 


27 


29 


20 




29 


30 


30 


21 


14 


28 


31 


30 


20 


15 


28 


30 


32 


19 


16 


27 


28 


5i 


18. 


17 or Older 


25 


25 


29 


i7 


Petitioned Gases 




















Male 


40 


49 


51 


41 


Female 


41- 


50 


.51 


39 


Race 










White 


42 


50 


52 


40 


Black 


38 


47 


47 


41 


Other 


38 


45 


42 


39 


Age 










12 or Xounger 


42 


53 


53 


45 


13 


48 


54- 


55 


41 


14 

is 


45 


53 


54 


42 


42 


51 


53 


41 


16 


38 


49 


52 


41 


iror Older 


34 


43 


48 


38 



0ata Sources: AL, AZ, GA, FL, HI, TA, MD. MS, NE, NJ, Nb,.OH, PAi SDi TN, UT, VA 
(36,9% of the U,S..youth popuin^ion at risk) 



TABLENOTES 

• Drug law violation cases were more likely to be placed on probation than cases involving other 
offens^^s. 



• Among petitioned cases, whitcs vvere more likely than rionwhites to be placed on probation except 
when referred for public order offenses. 
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Tab' 18 



What was the likelihood that a status offender was placed on probation? 

Percent of Status 0{{e:Je Cases Placed on Probation 













Other 




Runawav 


Liquor 


Truancv 


UnRovernable 


Status 


All Cases 


? 


26 


33 


18 


11 


Nonpetitioned Cases 












Sex 






17 




10 


Male 


3 


21 


9 


Female 


4- 


23 


20 


9 


10 


Race 












Willie 


^ 


22 


21 


8 


10 


Black 


3 


19 


9 


10 


12 


Other 


1 


18 


11 


3 


3 


- Age: 










13 


12 or Younger 


4 


32 


It 


9 


13 


4 


24 


19 


10 


ir 


14 


4- 


24 


19 


9 


13 


15 


3 


24-. 


20 


9 


12 


,16 


4 


23 


21 


8 


9 


17 or Older 


3 


19 


23 


6 


6 


Petitipiied Cases 








• 




Sex 












Male 


31 


.37- 


57 


49 


10 


*emale 


33 


.32 


57 


47 


20 


Race 












White 


30 


j< 


58 


47 


10 


Black 


39 


42 


47 


51 


43: 


Other 


49 


46 


73 


42 


19 


Age 












12 or Younger 


M 


43 


55 




18 


i3 


36 


44 


61 


54 


12 


i4 


38 


42 


62 


51 


12 


15 


34 


40 


56 


48 


14 




29 


38: 


52 ' 


47 


14 


17 or Older 


18 


32 


41 


39 


9 



Data Sources: AL, AZ.CA, EL, HI.MD, MS, NE, ND, OH, SD; TN, UT, VA 
(27.7% of the U.S. youth population at risk) 



table;notes 

• Runaway cases were less likely to be placed on.probation than cases involving other status 
off xs, 

• Petitioned runaway cases were much more likely than honpctitioncd runaway cases to be placed 
oh.probatiori. 
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Table 19 

What was the likelihood that a delinquent was placed gut of home? 

Percent of Dehnouencv Cases Placed Out'Of-Home 

Public 

Person Property Drugs Order 
^\ AH. Gases 12 9 9 13 

Noripetitioried Gases 



Petitioned Gases 
Sex 



Male 


20 


18 


19 


24 


" Female 


12 


12 


17 


25 


Race 










White 


19 


17 


18 


25 


Black 


19 


18 


21 


23 


Other 


23 


18 


19 


25' 


Age 










12 or Younger 


10 


10 


14 


17 


13 




15 


13 


24 


U 


19 


18 


19 


28 


15 


22 


19 


20 


29 


16: 


21 


19 


19 


26 


17 or Older 


18 


16 


17 


19 



- Less than A5% 

Data Sources: AL. AZ, GA. FL. HI, lA. MD. MS. NE. NJ. ND. OH. PA. SD. TN. Ut. VA 
(36.9% of the U.S. youth population at risk) 



TABLE NOTES 

• Person.offerise cases were more likely than property offense cases to result in out-of-home 
placement. 

• Among petitioned drug law violation cases, blacks were somewhat more likely than other races to 
be i)laced out-of-home. 

• Cases involving youth age 12 or younger were least likely to result in out-of-honie piacehent. 
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Table 20 



What was the likelihood that a status offender was placed out of home? 

Percent of Status Offense Cases Placed Out-of-Home .. 

Other 

Runaway Liquor Truancy Ungovernable Status 



Ail Cases 

Nonpetitioned Cases 

Petitioned Cases 
Sex 

Male 

Female 
Race 

White 

Black 

Other 
Age 

12 or Younger 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 or Older 



14 

•15 

14 
17 
10 

24 

is 

16 
13 
12 
11 



4 
3 

4 
6 
4 

6 
4 
4 

•'5 
5 
3 



8 
7 

8 
7 
4 

7 
9 

n- 
t~ 

8 

5. 
6 



20 
21 

22 
16 
21 

26 
21 
21 
21 
20 
15 



5! 
7 

4 
17 
8 

11 
5 
4 
6 
5 
5 



-- Less than 0.5% 

Data Sources: A'L, AZ, CA, FL, HI, Mb, MS, NE, ND, OH, SD, TN, UT, VA 
(27.7% of the US. youth populaticn at risk) 



TABLENOTES 

• Cases referred for ungovernability.were most likely to result in out-of-honie placement; liquor law 
violation cases were least likely to receive that disposition. 

• Petitioned ungovernable cases involving whites were somewhat more likely than their black 
counterparts to result in out-of-honie placement. 

• Among petitioned cases those involving running away and ungovernability were more likely to 
result in out-of-home placement than those involving other types of status offenses. 
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Table 21 



What were (he delinquency case rates for dilTcrcnt sex/race groups in dilTercnt size counties? 



Cases per 1,000 Youth 
Ages 10-17 Within Scx/Racc Grouns 
Tbtal White Nonwhite 

Total^ 
Male 
Female 



45.1 39.3 66.9 

72.2 62.6 ^ "-^ 
16:8 14.8 



Large Counties* 

Total 47.7 40.4 69.2 

Male 77.9 65.5 114.4 

Female 16.3 14.3 22.0 

Medium' Counties* 

Total 51.2 43.4 78:7 

Male 81.7 69.1 126.0 

Female 19.4 16.7 29.2 

Small Counties* 

Total 38J 35.4 54.0 

Male 60.8 55.8 ,84.4 

Female 15.4 13.9 22.3 



* Counties with 99,600 or more youth ages 10-17 \vere classified as "large" counties. 
Counties with 36,^00 to 99,599 youth ages 10-17 were classified as "mediiim" counties. 
Counties with fewer t!ian 36,800 youth ages 10-17 were classifi'ed as "small" counties. 



Data Sources: AL, AZ, CAi HI, lA, MD, MS, NE, NJ, ND, OH, PA^ SD, TN, UT, VA 
(32.5% of the UiS. youth population at risk) 



TABLENOTES 

• For every 1,000 juveniles ages IOt^I in the population, 45 delinquency cases were rcfeficd to 
juvenile court. 

• Across all county sizes nonwhite males had the highest delinquency case rates, followed by white 
males, nonwhite females and white females, in that ortlen 

• Males case rates were more than 4 times greater than the female case rates in all couiity sizes. 

• The delinquency case.ratcs for males, both white and non'- hite, were higher in medium counties 
than in large or sniall comities. The same was true for females. 
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Tabic 22 






What were the status oCTcnse case rates for dlfTcrent sex/race groups In different size counties? 




Cases per 1,000 Youth 
Ages 10-17 Within Sex/Race Groups 




Total 


White Nonv-hite 


All Counties 
Total 
Male 
Female 


10.9 
12.3 
9.4 


11.5 
13.2 
9.7' 


8.8 
9.3 
8.3 


Large Counties* 
Total 
Male 
Female 


5^ 
7.0 
4.6 


5.8 
12 
AA 


C 0 

0.0 

6.2 
5.5 


Medium Counties* 
Total 

' • Male 
Female 


14.4 
16.;- 
12.6 


153 
17.4 
13.0 


12.1 ' 

12.6. 

11.6 


Small Counties* 
Total 
Male 
Female 


133 
14.8. 
11.7 


i4i; 

163 
12.7 


9.2 
9.8 
8.6 


♦ Counties with 99,600 or more youth ages 10-17 were classified as "large" counties. 
Counties with 36,800 to 99,599 youth ages 10-17 were classified as "medium" counties. 
Counties with fewer than 36,800 youth ages 10-17 were classified as "small" counties. 


Data Sources: AL,,AZ, GA, HI, MD, MS, NE, ND, OH, SD. TN, UT, VA 
(23.3% of the U.S. youth population at risk) 





TABLE NOTES 

p For every 1,G00 juveniles ages 10-17 in the population, nearly ll statui offense cases were referred 
to juvenile court 

• The status offense case rate for males in large counties was less than half the rate for their 
counterparts in medium or small counties. The status offense case rates for females showed a 
similar pattern. 

• The status offense case rate was higher for white males than for nonwhite males regardless of 
county size. Among females, whites had higher status offense case rates than nonwhitcs, except in 
large counties. 
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Table 23 



\yhatwere the delinquency pfTensexase rates for different sex 
and race groups Jn different size counties? 



Cases ner I ^^O C Youth Ages.1047 Within Sex and Rac Groups 
^..1 Male - [ i - Female. - \ 

Total White Nonwhite White Nonwhite 



All Counties 



Person 


7.3 


7.7 


25.9 


19 




> Property 


24.6 


35.1. 


56.9 


7.8 


12.4 


Drugs 


3.7 


5.7 


7.7 


1.3 


0.9 


Public Order 


9.6 


14.2 


17.6 


3.8. 


4.9 


Large Counties* 












Person 


9.0 


8.9 


32.5 


1.8 


6.3 


Property 


24.5 


35.1 


55.4 


7.4 


16.3 


Drugs 


5.3 


8.4 


•10.2' 


1.8 


i.i 


Public Order 


8.9 


13.2 


16:4 


33 


4.4 


Medium Counties* 












Person 


8.3 


8.9 


27.9 


2.3 


7.0 


' I^roperty 


27.6 


37.9 


66.4 


8.7" 


15.8 


Drugs 


4.2 


6.1 


10.1 


1.4 


l.l: 


Pjiblic Order 


11.4 


16.6 


227 


4.3 


5.4 


Small Counties'' 












Person 


5.2 


6.1 


16.7 


1.7 


5.0 


Property 


22.5- 


33.0 


50.3 


7;5 


11.9 


Drugs 


2.2 


3.5 


3.0 . 


0:9 


-6.5 


Public Ordc. 


8.9 


13.3 


14:6 


3:8 


5.0 



Gounties with 99,600 or more youth age 10-17/were classified as "large" counties. 
Counties with 36,800 to 99,599 youth ages 10-17 wercciassified as "niediuni" counties. 
Counties with fewer than 36,800 youth ages,10-17 were classified as "small" counties. 



Data Sources: AL, AZ, CA, HI, lA, MD, MS, NE* NJ, ND, OH, PA, SD, fl I, UT, VA 
(32.5% of the U.S. youth population at risk) 



TABLE NOTES 

For every 1,000 ju'cniles ages 10-17 in the population, 7.3 cases weii. referred to juven.le court for 
a person offense, 24.6 for.a property offense, 3.7 for a drug law violation, arid 9.6 for a bublic 
order offense. " ~. 

• Person offense case rates were higher; in large counties than in in small counties, especially among 
nonwhite males whose rate in large counties was nearly double the i^.d in small counties. 
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Table24 



\Vhat were the status offense case rates for different sex 
and race groups in different size counties? 

Cases per lOOf) Youth Ages 1047 Within Sex and Race Groups - 
Male - , '1 Female 

Total 3Vhite Nonwhite White Nonwhite 

. All Countie" 
Runaway* 
Liquor 
Truancy 
Ungovernable 
Other 

^-Large Couricies** ^ 

Runaway 

Liquor 

Truancy 
t Ungovernable 
' dther 

Medium Gpunties** 
Runaway 
Liquor 
Truancy 
Ungovernable 
Other ' 

Small Counties** 

Runaway 
^ Liquor 
, Truancy 
. ^Ungovernable 
iQthcr 

* Too fe\y cases to obtain 

. ** Couritics.with 99;600 or more youth ages 1047 were cia^^^^^ 

Counties with 36,S03 to 99,599 youth.ages io-i / were. classified as "medium" counties. 
_.eQurit. OS with fevyer than 36.800 youth ages 10-17 were classified as "small" counties. 

Data Sources: AL, AZ,.CA,JH. MP, MS, NE, ND, OH, SD; TN, UT, VA 
(23.3% of tlv tJ.S. youth population.at risk) 



TABtf/NOTES 

• Eof every 1,000 juveniles ages 10-17 in^the population, 2.3^cases were referred to juvenile coart for 
running away, 3.2 for a liquor law violation; 1.1 for titancy, 2.4 for ungovefnability, and 1.9 for 
miscellaneous other status offenses. 



23 


18 


i.4 


3;1 


2:6 


32 


S.6 


1.1 


22 


0.4 


i.i 


12 


i.2^ 


1.1 


1.0 


2.4 


2.1 


3.4 


2;i 


33 


1.9 


11 


2.0 


1,3 


0.9 


0.9 


0.7 


o:6 


1.2 


1.5 > 


2.0 


35- 


0.6 


13 


* 


0.6 


6;7 


05 


■0.6 




0.7 


6.4 


1.9 


0.4 


1.8 


1.6 


2:0 


2.3: 


1.0 


13 


ll 


23 


2.2 


4.1 


3.5 


317 


6.7 


1;5 


2.7 




i.i 


1.1 


i;4 


0.9 


1.2 


3.8 


33 


4.5 


3.7 


5.0 


2.8 


43 


2.4 


1;9 


i;6 


3:1 


2.4 


1.6 


4.3 


2.9 


4.0 


g:8 


1.4 


19 


0.6 


1.7 


i.9 


L7 


1.6 


1.4 


3.0 


.28 


3:9 


2.8 


3.3. 


i.6 


2i 


12 


1.2 


0.4 



a leliablc rate. 
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table 25 



\VHat were the detention rates for different offense and race groups 
in different size counties? 



Gases betained perliOOO Yduth Ages 10-17 in Race G roup 







Laise Cotinties** 


Medium Counties*-? 


Small Counties** 




Totai 


White 


Nbnwhite 


White 


Nonwhite 


White 


Nonw} ■ Y 


Delinquency 


12.95 


12.90 


26.85 


45.62 


21.69 


7.33 


8.36 


Tcrsoh 


2.15. 


1;96 


6.41 


2.06 


4:93 , 


0.85 


1.63 


Property 


5.99 


6.02 


1164 


6.81 


9.99' 


3.6X 


4.42^ 


Drugs. 


127 


i.77 


2.92 


1.41 


1.50 


0.42 


* 


Public Order 


3.54 


3:20 


5,89 


5.33 


5.27 


2.43 


2.15 


■ Status 

Runaway 


0.89 


0.68 


1.16 


0.86 


6.66 


I.I2 


0.77 


0.47 


0.40 


0.70 


0.20 


* 


0.67 


0.44 


Liquor 


6.12 


0.17 


* 


6.15 


* 


042 


* 


Truancy 


0.02 


* 


* 


♦ 




♦ 


* 


Ungovernable 


b.l9 


* 




0.42 


* 


025 


* 


' Other 


0.08 


0,08 


.0.27- 


*■ 


* 




* 



* ^ foe few cases to obtain reliable data. 5 ' 



Counties Avith 99,600 or more youth ages 10rl7 were.classified as "large" counties. 
Counties with 36,800 to 99,599 youth ^g5s lO-i? were classijfied as "medium" counties. 
Counties with fe\yer than;J6,800 ycuth ages 10-17 were classffied as "small" counties. 



Data Sources: AL, AZ, CA, MS, ,NE,-ND, DH, SD, TN, VA 
(20.0%- of the U.S. yc» ^'i population at risk) 



TABLE NOTES 

• Overall; 12.95 delinquency cases and 0,89 status offense cases were detained for every 1^000 
juveniles ages 10-17 in-the population. 

• The detention rate for whites charged;with delinquency offenses was,:highest u -ledium counties, 
for hohv/hites f^e rate was highest 

• The detention rate for dcliriquency.offenses was more than 16 times the rate for status offenses. 
m ,Among status offense cases, the detention rate.v/as highest for runaways. - 



66 



Table 26 



What were the disposition rates for male delinquency cases in different race groups 
~ and differcht size counties? 



. Delinquency Cases per 1,000 Males Ages 16-17 in Race Group 







Larse Counties*? 


Medium Counties** 


Small Counties** 




Total 


White 


Nonwhite 


Whi*s 


Nonwhite 


White 


Nonwhite 


Nonpetitioned Cases 


31.70 


30.83 


38.27 


32.72 


50.18 


26.24 


32.80' 


Released 


i8;55 


18.03 


2236 


1735 


27.79 


1638 


20.59 


.Probation 


9.88 


10.40 


il.65 


1252 


17.68 


6:20 


I.IZ 


^Placemjeht 


0.03 


* 


* 




* 


* 


* 


Waived 


* 




* 


* 




* 


* 


O.ther 


3.25 


2.38 


4.25 


2.80 


4.67 


3.43 


4.18 


Petitioned Cases 


40.41 


34.58 


75.96 


36.44 


75.30: 


2954 


51.74 


Released 


9.11 


5:23 


18.26 


9;17 


26.28. 


538 


13.11 


Probation 


1830 


17.86 


34.-32, 


14.78 


29.18 


14.14 


22.85 


Placement 


8.17 


io.ob 


18.90 


6.57 


12.04 


459 


8.70 


Waived 


.52 


0.29 


0.89 


0.20 


i.68 


0.40 


• 133 


Other 


431, 


1.20 


3.58 


5.72 


6.1^ 


5.02 


5.74 



* Too few cases to obtain reliaule data. 

** Counties with 99,600 or more youth ages lpri7 were classified as •^larg^: :ounties. 
Counties with 36,800io 99,599 youth ages 10-17 were classified as "medium" cour^^es. 
CoiintiesAvith fewer than 36 ""GO youth ages 10-17 were classified as "small" counties. 

Dp^a Sources: AL, AZ, GA, HI, lA, MD, MS, NE, NJ, ND, OH,;PA, SD,.TN, UT, VA 
(32.5% of the U.S. yoiith pppulation at risk) 



TABLENOTES 

% Tne rate .of release was higherfor nonwhiive males than white males in all county sizes, for both 
petitioned and nonpetitioned deiiriqu^-ic> '^ases. 

• Regardless of county size, the formal placement rate was higher for nonw Jte males than for white 
mjies. 

• • Both formal placement and formal probation rates were greater in large counties than in medium 
of sniall counties, for both white males and nonwhite males. 
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Table27; 



WTiat were the disposjtiiDn rates for female delinquency cases in different race groups 

and different size counties? 

DelihQuencv Gases Derl;660 Females Ages iO-17:jri (ace Group , 
/ Large Counties** Medium Counties** Small Counties** 





Total 


Whitb " 


Nohwhite 


White 


Nonwhite 


White 


Nonwhite 


Nonpetitiohed Cases 




8.67 


1126 


10.00 


16.63 


8.05 


11.32 


Released 


C OA 
5.0O 


4.98 


7.03 


5.53 


9.10 


5.35 


7,17 


Probation 


2.93- 


3.03 


2.85 


3:59 


6.23 


1.77 


2.87 


Placement 






* 


* 


♦ 


* 




Waived 




* 


* 


* 


* 


* 


* 


Other 


O.i/4 


0,65 


1.38 


0.88 


1:28 


,0.94 


1% 


Petitioned Cases 


7.15 


J.68 


I0i7 


6.66 


12.54 


5.84 


10.96, 


Released 


1.83 


MO 


2.77 


•1.S3 


4.50 


L31 


3.16 


Probation 


3.i7 


2.82 


5.35 


2.45 


5.1 i 


2.63 


4.95 


Placement 


i.20 


1.44. 


1.94 


i.io 


1.50 


.0.83 


133 


\yaived 


* 


* 


* 


* 


* 




* 


Other 


0.90 


0,31 


0.50 


1.15 


1:17 


1.11 


1.44 



* ToQ few cases to obtain reliable data. 



^ ** Counties with 99/)06 or more youth ages 10-17 were classified ;as "large" counties. 

GoiintiesAvith 36,800 to 99,599 youth ages 10-17 were c'^sified as "medium" counties. 
Counties with fevyer than 36,800^youth ages ^0-17 were classified as "small" counties. 

. Data Sources- AL, AZ, CA„HI, lA; MD, MS, NE, NJ, ND, OHi PA, SD, TO, Uf , VA 
(32.5^ of the U.S..youth population at risk) 



TAIJLE NOTES 

• Among female delinquency cases, the honpetitioned case fate was.higher than the petitioned case 
. rate.in all county sizes. 

• As was the case with males (Table 26), the fate of release was higher fornonwhite females than 
wfme females,. for both petitioned and rionpetitioned delinquency cases. 



Table 28 



What were the disppsftion rates for male status offense cases 
in different race groups ahjl different size counties? 

... .Staiiis Offense Cases per LOOP Maies Age 

Large Gountiesy* ? ledium Courities** ' Smaii iGounHes'^'^:* 





Total 


Wnyte 


iNonwniie 


wnuc 


fNonwnuc 


wniic 


INUIlWllllC 


Nonpetitipned. cases 


O.UZ 




4.oU 


lU.O/ 


fin 
o.ou 






Released 


3.95 


3.98 


3.11 


7.63 


5.73 


6.63 


4.35 


Probation 


0.96 


p.79 


oi2 


1.71 


0.92 


2.15 


6.66 


Placement 


* 


« 


* 


♦ 


* 


* 




>Waived 


* 


* 


* 


* 


* 




* 


Other 


1;11 


1.511 


1.17 


133 


2.15 


1.64 


i.73 


Petitioned Cases 


2;77 


0.93 


1.27 


6.98 


3.20 


5:88 


2,96 


Released 


0.55 


0.23 




1-26 


1.12 


1.01 


0.74 


Probation 


0.90 


0.49 


0.71 


1.8i 


135 


1.78 


1.31 


Placement 


6.22 


0.15 


* 


033 




0.50 




Waived 




* 


* 


* 


* 


* 


* 


Other 


1.10 






3.58 


0.52 


2.58 


0.59 



* Too few cases to obtain reliable data. 

; ** Counties wUh 99,600 or more youth ^ges 16^ 

Counties.with 36,800 to 99,599 youth ages 10-17 were classified as "medium" counties. 
Countiei with icwef than 36,800 youth ages 10-17 were classified as "small" counties. 

Data Sources: AL, AZ, CA, HI, MD- MS, NEi ND. OH, SD, T7^, UT, VA 
' ^ (233% of the U.S. youth population at risk) 



TABLE NOTES 

• The nonpetitioned status offensexase rate was greater thah:the petitiohed sta'us offense case rate 
for males in allxbunty sizes. 

• Among malesi the rate of formal probation was highest for whites^in medium counties and Ipwest 
for whites in large counties. 



table 29 



What were the disposition rates forfchiale status ofTcnse cases 
in different raVe groups and different size counties? 

Status Offense Cases per 1.000 Females A<iej 10-llin Racis? Group 







Laree Goiirities** 


Medium Counties** 


Small Gouhties** 




J otai 


White 


Nonwhite 


White 


Nonwhite 


White 


Nonwhite . 


NonDetiiicned Cake^ 




3.69 


3.87 


9.21 


8.81 


8.63 


5.62 


Released 


324 


2.45 


236 


7.22 


5.57. 


5.47 


3.45 


Probation 


0.66 


0.55 


0.42 


0.94 


0.92 


iio 


oi7 , 


. Placement 


* 






* 




* 




Waived 


* 


* 


♦ 


* 








Other 


,0.90 


068 


1.08 


1;04 


2-32- 


1.65 


1:59 


r^Petitibned'Cases 


1.91 


0.73 


1.56 


4.00 


2.24 


4.05, 


2.91 


Released 


6.46 


0.21 


** 


6.93 


0.57 


0.96 


■0.75. 


Probation 


6.69 


0.39 


0.96 


1.07 


1.14 


137 


i.i9 


Placement 


6.22 






0.29 


* 


0.52 


0.39 


Waived 




* 




* 


* 






i Other 


055 




* 


1.68 


■* 


121. 


057 



* Too few cases to obtain reliable data. 

** Couhtici; with 99,600 prniore youth ages 10-17 were classified as "large" counties. 
Counties v/'v36;860 to 99.599 youth agesiO-17 were classified as "medium" counties. 
Counties AVith fewer than 36,800 youth ages 10-17 were classified as "small" counties. 

43ata.Soufcesj AL, AZ, CA, HI, MD, MS,:NE, ND, OH, SD, m tlT, VA 
^ (23.3% of the U.S. youth population at risk) 



TABLE NOTES 

Among rionpetitioncd status offense cases involving females, the fate if release was higher than 
other disposition rates. 

• Large counties had lower petitioned status ofifeiise case rates than medium^ or small counties. 

• An^ong females, the.rate of formal probation was highest for whites in small counties and lowest 
forVhitcs injafge counties. 
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fable 30 














FBI Index Offense Gases: 19844985 Trends 












by Sex, Race and Offense Category 








- 












^ iVldlCo 














Total 






; . White 






-Nohwhite 










Percent 






r CILCIH 






Percent 




1984 


IVoJ 


vL^nanKc 






Change 


1984 


1 noc 
1985 


Change 


: Crime Index Total 


yo,oc\J 


iuo,y /O 






'TO 00/: 


0 0 
y*\j 


30,936 


At/" 

32,y7o 


6.6 


. index Violent* 




14,515. 


10.9 


6,550 


7,324 


1 1 Q 


6,537 


7,192 


io:o ; 


3 ^ Murder 


eye 


274 


-6.2 


179 


158 


-11./ 


lis 


116 


2.7 


^ ^Forcible Rape 


864 


915 


5.9 


452 


464 


in 


412 


451 


A C 

9.5 


Robbery 


5,944 


6,328 


6.5 


2,177 


2,473 


13.6 


3,768 


3,856 


2.3 


: Aggravated Assault 


5,986 


6,998 


16.9 


3,/42 


4,229 


13.0 


2,244 


2, 769 


23.4 


; index Property 


85,734 


y 4,40 1 


/.o 


01,^j4 


00,0 /Z 


O T- 

0.7 


24,399 


25,784 


5.7 


Burglary 


31,5/0 


32,625 


3.3 


23,475 


24,6/ 


4.9 


8,103 


8,000 


-U 


^ Larceny-Theft 


*f *f , /4 J 


49,019 


9.6 


30,906 


54,411 


11 

11. J 


13,839 


14,604 


5.5 


^; Motor Vehicle Theft 


7,o33 


9,321 


19.6 


5,639 


6,380 


101 

13.1 


2,193 


2,941 


34.1 


Arson 


1,578 


1,496 


-5.2. 


li314 


1,257 


-4.3 


264 


239 


-9.5- 


'J 










^ remaies 














. total 






White 






Nonwhite 










Percent 






x^erceni 






Percent 




1984 




Ghanee 


1984 


1ffOC 

1985 


Change 


1984 


1985 


Change. 


Crime Ihdex Total' 


liylll 


Z4,43U 




i/4 coc 




ITT" 
1 /./ 


6,738 


7,353 


A ■« 

9-1 


, i index Violent 




i,994 


15.1 


797 


985 




984 


1,099 


11.7 


f , Murder ' , 


ly 


00 

Ly 




11 


1 Q 


♦ 


6 


11 


'* 


TorcibleRape 


12 


14 


« 


7 


io 




c 


4 




Robbery 




521= 


8.3 


;172. 


238 




309 


283 


-8.4 


. .Aggravated Assault 


1,210 


i,430 


18.2 


596 


719 


20.6. 


614 


71J 


ICO 

15.8; 


Tfuox Property 


19,540 


, 22,436 


14.8 


13,788 


16,180 


17.3 


5i754 


6,254 


8.7 


Burglary^, 


2,^63 


3,161 


6.7 


2,253 


2,482 




710 


679 




: iliarceny-Thcft 


15,099 


17,556 


16.3 


10,312 


12^305 


19.3 


4,787 


5,250 


9.7 ■ 


Vehicle Theft 


1,327 


1,552 


17.0 


1,U7 


1,271 


13.8 


2il 


280 


32.7 


Arson. 


151 


i67 


10.6 


106 


122 


15.i 


46 


•45 


* ' 


* Too fcvy cases to obtain a reiiable percentage; 
















- Data Sources: ^AZ, CA,;Hr, MD, MS,,OH, PA^ UT.VA 














(24.5%ofthcU:3.y( 


)uth population at risk) 















V 



71 









Table 3i 
















Delinquency Cases: 1984-1985 Trends 








'- 






by Sex, Age, Race and Mariner of Handling 












Total' 






. Males . 






. Feniales 










Percent 






Percent 






Percent 




1984. 


1985 


Cnanee 


1984 


i985 


Change 


1984 

- 


1985 


Change 


total Gases 


353,782 










7.y 


66,291 


72,236 


9.6 


. Age 














15 or Younger 


186,949 




O.J 


I dO A^C 


101, J JO 


O.J 


37,908 


41i576 


9.7 


16 


77,350' 


IRS nns 


0 0 


Oj,j J 0 


/^Q 71 1 
OVi /II 


inn 
lU.U 


13,98^ 


15,292 


9' 


17 or Older 


89,484 


✓'t,J JO 


S 7 
J. / 




/>>lol 


D.J 


14,395- 


15,368 


6.8 


Race 














White 


249,883 


269,836 


8.0 


198,572 


213,220 


7.4 


45.342 


49,736 


9.7 


15 or Younger 


129;419 


140,171. 


8.3 


•100,273 


107,956 


7.7 


26,011 


28,536 


9.7 


16 


55,670 


6iii6r 


9.8 


.44,789 


48,985 


9.4 


9,674 


10,652 


10.1 


17 or Older 


64J94 


68,564 


5.8 


5^,510 


56,279 


5.2 


9,657 


;l6,548 


9.2 , 


'Nonwhite 


103 900 


112,650 


8.4 


82,283 


89,291 


8.5 


10 1/l/t> 




/.u 


15 of Younger 


57,545 


62,758 


9.1 


45,265 


49,267 


8.8 


i0,893-- 


11,846 


8.7 


16 


21,675 


23,903 


10.3 


17,238 


19,101 


10.8 


3,969 


4,230 


6.6 


' 17 or Older 


24,680 


25,989 


5.3 


19,780 


20,923 


5.8 


4,284 


4,409 


2.9 


, NonpcUCioncd Cases 


168,829 






13U,057 


142,237 


8.7 


37,942 


42,238 


11.3 


Age 














15 or Younger 


97,391 








81,066 


8.5 


22,674 


'25,254 


11.4 - ■ 




33,442 




1 -if c 
▲ . (J 


2d,o60 


28,786 


11.3 


7,582 


8,507 


12.2 • 


!/ 17 or Older 


37,99(5 










^ o 

6.8 


7,686 


8,477 


10.3 , 


/ Race 














Wlijte 


120,395 


131,613 


9.3 


93,747 


101,874 


8.7 


26,648 


29,739 


11.6 


15'6r Younger 


67,798 


73,871 


9.0 


515851 


56,l95r 


8.4 


15,947 


17,676 


' 10.8 


16 


24,601 


27,487 


11.7 


19,197 


21i399 


11.5 


5,404 


6,088 


12.7 ■ 


17 or Olde* 


27,996 


30,225 


8.0 


22,699 


24,280 


7.0 


5,297 


5,975 


12.8 ; 


Nonwhite 


43630 


47,454 


8,8 


33,474 


36,220 


8.2 


1 n 1 c/c 
1U,1jO 


ll,Zi4 


1U.6 


15 or Younger 


26,669 


29,198 


9:5 


20,64,0' 


22,399 


8.5 


6,029 


6,799 


12.8 


; 16 


8,001 


8,749 


9;3 


6,024 


6,580 


9.2 


1,977 


2,169 


957 


17 or Older 

\' ^ 


8,960 


9,507 


6.1 


6,810 


7,24 r 


6.3 


2,150 


2;?.66 


5.4 ' 


Petitioned Cases 


184,951 




/.I 


15o,oU4 


100,014 


7.3 


28,347 


29,998 


5,8 


\ Age 














15 or Younger 


89,590 




7.9 




oU,3ZU 


o r\ 

8.0 


15,232 


16,326' 


7.2 


16 


43,897 






J /,4y 1 


4U,yiJ 


y.i 


6,406 


d,783 


5.9 ' 


IXor Oldei^ 


51,4(54 


yJ,0/U 


**.j 




40, /ol, 


4.5 


.6,709 


6,889 


2.7 


Race 
















White 


123,520' 


131,343 


6.3 


104,825 


111,364 


6.2 


18,695 


19,997 


,7:0 . 


15 or Younger 


58,500 


62,637 


7.1 


48,435 


.51,775 


6.9 


10,065 


10,862 


7.9 


16 


29,856 


32,143 


in 


25,586 


27,580 


7.8 


4,270 


4,563 


;6.9 


rz or Older 


35,164 


36,563 


4.0 
7.'8 


30,804 


31,991 


3.9 


4i360 


4,572 


4.9 : 


Nonwhite 


57,799 


62,322 


48,810 


53,071 


8.7 








15 or Y!ounger 


29,492 


3'i,933 


8.3 


,24i629 


26,883 


9.2 


4,863 


5,050 


3.8 


16 


13,205 


14.572 


10.4 


11,213 


12,513 


11.6 


1,902 


2,059 


3.4 


17 of OidOi 


15,102 


15,817 


4.7 


12,968 


13,675 


.5.5 


2,-: 34.. 


2,142- 


0.4, 


Data Sources: _ AZ, CA, FL, HI, Ia, MD, MS, NE, ND, OH. PA, SD, TN, UT, VA 








(32.0% of the U.S. youth population at risk) 
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table32 

Status Offense Cases: 1984-1985 Trends 
byScx, Age, Race and Manner ofjlandiihg 







- Total 


- 









. . . - 


Females 





• 








Percent 






Percent 






Percent 






1984 


1985 


Change 


1984 


1985 


Change 


1984: 


1985 


Change 




Total Cases 


69,707. 


76,930 


10.7 


38,787 


42,965 


10.8 


30,919 


33,966 


9.9 




Age 






















15 or Younger 


37;591 


41,391 


10.1 


18,465 


20,445 


10.7 


19,126 


20,945 


9.5 


■ 




16,214 


18,779- 


15.8 


9,291 


10,917 


17.5 


6,922 


7,862 


13.6 




17 or Older 


15,902 


16,-761 


5.4 


11,031 


11,603 


5.2 


4,871 


5,159 


5.9 




Race 






















White 


56,149 


62,602 


11.5 


29,282 


32,422 


10.7 


22,661 


25,258. 


11.5 


; 


1^ or l uungcr 


Zo, / /U 




11 i 

XI. 1 


11 ^97 


Id 747 
IH, /Hi 




1 i s'^s 


IS 9Q7 

i. J,Z7Z.- 


in s 




16 


■13,533 


15,841 


17.1 


7,204 


8,52^ 


18.4 


5,188 


5,978. 


15.2 




17 or Older 


13,846 


14,790 


6.8 


8,551 


9,148 


7.0 


3,638 


3,988 


9.6 




.Nohwhite 


13,556 


14,328 


5.7 


6,380 


6,797 


6;5 


6,275 


6;495 


3.5 




15 or Younger 


8,830 


9,425 


6.7 


4,022 


4,340 


7.9, 


4,376 


4,516 


3.2 




16 


2,678 


2,936 


9.6 


1,239 


1,370 


10.6 


1,214 


1,319 


8.6 




17 or Older 


2,048 


1,967 


-4.0 


1,119 


1,087 


-2.9 


685 


660 


-3.6 




Nonpetittohed Cases 


51,130 


55,99i 


9.5 


27,935 


30,595 


9.5 


i 

2"/,lV6 


25,396 


9.5 




' Age . 


















- 




l5.or Younger 


27,308 


29,817 


9.2 


33,137 


14,375 


9.4 


14,174 


15,4^2 


8.9 




16 


11,903 


13,760 


15.J 


t),633 


7,802 


17.6 


5,270 


5,958 


13.1 


J 


17 or Older 


11,919 


1.2,414 


4.2 


8,165 


8,418 


3,1 


3J52 


3,996 


6.5 




Race 




















O 


^ . White; 


38,948 


43,164 


10.8 


21,527 


23,748 


10.3 


17;421 


19,416 


11.5 




xD or I uungcr 










•1U,440 




in 41S 


1 1 si'? 


ins 






9,343 


10,999 


Yin 


5,283 


6,323 


19.7 


4,060 


4,676 


15.2 




17 of Older 


9,551 


10,206 


6.9 


6,608 


6,979 


5.6 


2,943 


3,227 


9.7 




Nonwhitc; 


9;8?6 


10,318 


5.1 


4,970 


5,293 


6.5 


' 4,850_ 


5,025 


3.6 




15 or Younger 


6,462 


6,883 


6.5 


3,125 


3,416 


9.3 


3,337 


3,467 


3.9 " 




16 


1,912 


2,067 


8:1 


954 


1,049 


10.0 


958 


1,018 


6.3 




17 or Older 

0 


1,446 


1,368 




891 


828 


-7.i 


555 


540 


-2.7 




_ r 

I^etitioned Cases 


18,576 


20j939 


12.7 


10,854 


12,370 


14,0 


7,723 


8,569 


1.1.0 




Age 






















15 or Younger 


10,283 


11;574 


12.6 


5,329 


6,071 


13.9 


4,952 


5.503 


ll.l 




16, 


.4,311 


5,018 


16.4 


2,659 


3,115 


17.1 


1,653 


1,903 


15.1 




17 or Older 


3,982 


4,347 


9.2 


2i866 


3,184 


11.1 


1,118 


1,163 


4.0 




- Race 






















• White 


12,995 


14,517 


11.7 


7,755 


8,675 


11.9' 


5,240 


5,842 


11.5 




15 or ^Voiinger 


7,309 


8,081 


10.6 


3,892 


4,302 


io.5< 


3 417 


3,779 


10.6 




15 


3,049- 


3,506 


15.0 


1,921, 


2;204 


14.7, 


1,128 


1,302- 


i5.4 




^,17 or Older 


2,637 


2,930 


11.1 


1,9J- 


2;i69 


11.7' 


695 


761 


9.5 




Nonwiiife 


2,83'4, 


2,973 


4.9 


1,41U 


1,504' 


6.7 


i,424 


' 469 


3i 




15 or Younger 


1,935 


1,973 


2.0 


897 


924 


3.0 


1,038 


1,049 


1.1 




16 


.54 r 


622 


15.0 


28S 


321 


12.6 


256 


301 


17.6 




17 or Older 


358^ 


378 


5.6 


228 


259 


13.6 


130 


119 


-8.5 





. Data Sources: AZ, CA, FL, HI, MD, MS, NE, ND, OH, SD, TN, I'V, VA (25.8% of the J.S. youth population at risk) 
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Table 33,. 

Deilnquericy Cases: 1984-1985 Trends 
by Sex, Race and Offense Category 







. Total 


. . 




Males . 






Females 










Percent 






Percent 






Percent 




1984 


1985 


Change 


1984 


1985 


Chanee 


1984 


1985 


Chanee 


TotalGases 


353,782 


382,487 


8.1 


287,491 


310,252 


7.9 


66,292 


72,236 


9.0 


'Delinquency Offenses 




















Person 


51,409 


56,644 


10.2 


41,618 


45,923 


10.3 


9,791 


10,721 


9.5 


.Property 


193,124 


211,508 


9.5 


158,797 


172,676 


8.7 


34,327 


38,832 


13.1 


Drugs 


27,633 


30,146 


9.1 


22,587 


24,965 


10.5 


5,046 


5,181 


2.7 


PublicOrder 


Sl,617 


84,190 


3.2 


64,489^ 


66,688 


3.4 


17,128 


17,502 


2.2 


Race 




















White 


249,971 


269,953 


8.0 


.198,571 


213,220 


7.4 


45,342 


49,735 


9.7 


l^ersoh 


29,095 


31,582 


8.5 


23,371 


25,231 


8.0 


5,325 


5,880 


10.4 


Property 


138,221 


151,928 


9.9 


111,311 


121,008 


8.7 


23,565 


26,905 


14.2 


Drugs 


22,016 


23,174 


5.3 


17,156 


18,224 


6.2 


4,262 


4,262 


0.6. 


. Public brf'er 


60,639 


63,269 




46,733 


48,757 


4.3 


i2,190 


12,688 


4.1 


Nonwhite 


i03,810 


112,534 


8.4 


82,283 


89,292 


8.5 


19,147 


20,484 


7.0 


Person 


.22,314 


25,06i 


12.3 


17,685 


20,042 


13.3 


4,323 


4,646 


7.5 


^rpperty 


54,902 


59,580 


8;5. 


43,879 


47,274 


7.7 


9,694 


10,731 


10.7 


Drugs 


-5,616 


6,972 


24.1 


4,833 


6,013 


24.4 


631 


752 


19:2 


Public Order 


20,978 


20,92i 


-0.3 


15,886 


15,963 


0.5 


4,499 


4,355 


-3.2 



Data Sources: AZ, CA , FLi HI; lA. MD. MS. NE. ND. .q.H. PA. SD. TN. UT, VA 
(32.0% of the U.S. youth population at risi:). 



o; 



74 



5,» » - 









Table 34 
















Status Offense Cases: 


1984-1985 Trends 














by Sex^ Race and OfTense Category 














! Uldl 












Females 










Percent 






Percent 






Percent 




1984 


mi 


Change 


1984 


198$ 


Change 


1984 


198£ 


Chanee 


Total Gases 


69,707 


76,930 


10.4 


38,784 


42,962 


10.8 


30,923 


33,967 


9.8 


Status Offenses 




















Runaway 


16,826 


i9,082- 


13.4 


6,247 


7,126 


i4.1 


10,579 


11,956 


13.0 


Liquor 


19,046 




0.0 


17 01 1 

1^,7 ii 




5.6 


5,135 


5,652 


10.1 


Truancy 


7,567 


IPCA 


2.6 


4,121 


4,198 


1.9 


3,446 


3,566 


3.5 


Ungovernable 


16,882 


18,252 


8.1 


8,161 


9,009 


10.4 


8,721 


9,243 


6.0 


. Other Status 


9,386 


11,489 


22.4 


6,344 


7,939 


25.1 


3,042 


3,550 


16.7 


Race 




















White 


56,384 


62,879 


11:5 


29,282 


32,421 


i6;7 


22,661 


25,257" 


11, 5^ ■ 


Runaway 


13,517 








D,000 


14.1 


8,443 


9,575 


13.4 


Liquor 


17i824 


19,258 


8.0- 


11,340. 


12,120 


6.9 


3,968 


4.449 


12.1 


Truancy 


5,906 


6,190 


4.8 


3,135 


3,104 


•1.0 


2,430 


2,612 


7.5 


Ungovernable 


11,542^ 


12,667 


9.7 


5,568 


6,213 


il.6 


5,868 


6,299 


6.2 


Other Status 


7,595 


9,406 


23.8 


4,274 


5,318 


24.4 


1,952 


2,322 


19,0 


Nonwhite 


13,323 


14,051 


5.5 


6,380 


6,798 


6.6 


6,274 


6495 


35 


Runaway 


3,310 


3,724 


12.5 


1,224 


1,398 


i4!2 


2,059 


2,298 


11.6 


Liquor 


1,221 


1,084 


-il.2 


816 


717 


-12;1 


232 


216 


•6:9 


Truancy 


1,661 


1,574 


^5;2 


793 


800 


u.y 


771 


■ 0D4 


ICO 


Ungovernable 


5,341 


5,586 


4.6 


2,528 


2,698 


6.7 


2,764 


2,8i9; 


19.9 


Other Status 


1,790 


2,083 


16:4 


1,019 


1,185 


16.3 


448 




13.4 , 


. Data Sources: AZ, CA, FL, HI, MD, MS, NE^ ND, OH, SD, TN, UT, VA 










(25.8% of the US. youth population at risk) 
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Tabic 35 



Delinquency Cases: 1984-1985 Trends 
Ijy Sex, Age.anO OfTense Category 



Data Sources: AZ. CA, FL, HI. lA. MD. MS.^NE. ND/OH. PA» SDVJN. UT. VA 
(32.0% of the U.S. youth population at risk) 







Total 






Male 






Female 










Percent 






Percent 






Percent 




1984 


1985 


Change 


1984 


1985 


Change 


1984 


1985 


Change 


Total Cases 


353,7o2 


382.487 


0.1 


287,430 


310,209 


7.9 


66,276 


"2,226 


9.0 


Ages 15 or Younger 


186,909 


202,924 


8.6 


149,011 


161,339 


8.3 


37,889 


41,567 


9.7 


Person 


27,434 


30,602 


11.5 


21,441 


24,035 


12.1 


5,988> 


6,562 


9.6 


Property 


112,710 


122,347 


8.6 


91,933 


99,008 


in 


20,762 


'23,320 


12.3 - 


Drugs 


9,935 


11,196 


12.7 


7,700 


8,825 


14.6 


2,234 


2,369 


6.0 


Public Order 


36.830 


38,779 


5.3, 


27,937 


29,47: 


5.5 


8,905 


9,316 


4.6 


Age 16 


77,061' 


85.005 


9.9 


63.346 


69,700 


10.0 


13,991 


15,293 


9.3 


Person 


10,964: 


12,263 


11.8 


9,026 


10.120 


12.1 


1,930 


2,141 


10.9 


Pri/perty 


39,241 


44,053 


12.3 


32.436 


36,256 


11.8 


6,797 


7,793 


14.7 


Drugs 


7,427 


8,222 


10.7 


6,184 


6,981 


12.9 


1,241 


1,239 


-0.2 


"^ubHc Order 


19.729 


20,467 


3.7 


15,700 


16,343 


4.1 


4,023 


4,120 


2.4 


Aglis 17 or Older 


89,513 


94,558 


5.6 


7.'>,073 


79.170 


5.5 


14,396 


15,366 


6.7 


Person 


13,011 


13.778 


5.9. 


11,131 


11,757 


5.6 


1,868 


:oi6 


7.9 


Property 


41,173 


45,108 


9.6 


34,404 


37,391 


8.7 


6,763 


7J14 


14.1 


Drugs 


10,271 


10,728 


4.4 


8,699 


9,154 


5.2 


1,569 


1,572 


0.2 


Public Order 


25.058 


24.944 


•0.5 


20,839 


20,868 


0.1 


4,196 


4,064 


-3.1< 
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Tabic 36 



Status piTcnsc Cases: 1984-1985 Trends, 
by Sex, Age and OlTense Catcgoiy 







'Total 






Male 
















Percent 






Percent 






Percent 




1984 


1985 


Chanse 


1984 


1985 


Chanse 


1984 


1985 


Gharise 


Total Cas^-^ 


69,707 


76,930 


10.4 


38,766. 


42,949 


10.8 


30,903 


.33,950 


9.9 


Ages^lS or Younger 


37,625 


41i416 


10.1 


18,476 


20,453 


10.7 


19,125 


20,941 


9.5 


Riinawav 


10,750 


11,900 


107 


3 825 


4 178 






7 710 

/, / IVJ 


1 1rt 
1 l.w 


Liquor 


4!328 


4,654 


7.5 


2,678 


2,?19 


5.6 


1,649 


1,826 


10.7 


Truanqr 


6,260 


6,502 


3.9 


3,364 


,3,4'60 


2.9 


2;894 


3,038 


5.0 


Ungovernable 


11,526 


12,351 


7.2 


5,514 


6,u08 


9.0 


6,008 


6,338 


5.5 


Other Status 


4,761 


.6,009 


26.2 


im 


3,978 


28.5 


1,664 


2,029 


21.9 


Age 16 


16,205 


18,770 


15.8 


9,281 


10,911 


17.6 


6,914 


7,857 


13.6 


Runaway 


3,760 


4,549 


21.0 


1,442 


1,785 


23.8 


2,311 


2,762 


19.5 


•Liquor 


5,639 


6,445 


14;3 


4,042 


4,614 


14.2 


1,596 


l,83i. 




Truancy 


905 


941 


4.0 


514 


544 


5.8 


391 


397/ 




Ungovernable 


3,495 


3,912 


11.9 


l,f-2 


1,911 


15.7 


1,842 


2,00i 


'8.6 


Other Status 


2,406 


2,923 


2L5 


1,6?' 


2,057 


26.1 


774 


866 


il.9 


Ages 17 or Older 


15,876 


16.743 


5.5 


11,009 


11,585 


5.2 


4,864 


5,152 


5.9 


Runaway 


2,316 


2,633 


13.7 


971 


1,157 


19.2 


1,343 


1,474 


9.8 


Liquor 


9,079 


9,242 


1.8 




7,247 


0.8. 


1,890 


1,9"5 


5.6 


Truajicjl 


401 


322 


-19.7 


241 


192 


-20.3 


160 


129 


-19.4 


Ungovchiable 


1,862 


1,989 


6.8, 


993 


i,087 


9.5. 


869 


901 


3.7 


Other Status^ - 


2,218 


2,557 


15.3 


i,6i;> 


1,902 


17.8 


602 


653 


8:5 



Data Sources:, AZ, CA, FL, HI, MD, MS, NE„ND, OH; SD, TN, UT, VA 
(25.8% of the US. youth popuiatioh at risk) 
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Table 37 

Delinquency Cases: 1984-1985 trends 
by ScXj OfTense.Category and Manner of Handling 





- 


Total 






Male 






Female 










Percent 






Percent 






Percent 




1984 


1985 


Chahge 


1984 


1985 


Chanee 


1984 


1985 


Chanse 


Nonpetitibned Cases 


168.831 


184,477 


93 


130,860 


142,217 


8.7 


37,936 


42,231 " 


113 


Person 


20,492 


22,532 


10.0 


15,469 


16,953 


9.6 


5,013 


5,576 


ni : 


Property 


95340 


106,679 


115 


73,726 


81,659 


10.8 


21,602 


25,004 


15.7 


Drugs 


14,661 


15,447 


5.4 


11,696 


12360 


5.7 


2,962 


3,083 


4.1 


Public Order 


38338 


39,819 


3.9 


29,969 


31,245 


43 


8359 


8,568 


25 


Petitioned Cases 


184,953 


198,0il 


7.1 


156,568 


167,993 


73 


28342 


29,995 


5.8^ 


Person 


30,918 


34,112 


103 


26,128 


28,959 


iO.8 


4,773 


5,143 


7.8 


Property 


97,784 


104,829 


72 


85^047 


90,996 


7.0 


12,720 


13,823 


8.7 


Drugs 


12,972 


14,699 


133 


10,887 


12,601 


15.7 


2,083 


2,097 


0.7 


Public Order 


43,279 


44371 


25 


34,506 


35,437 


2.7 


8,766 


8,932 


1.9 



Data Sources: AZ, CA, FL, HI, lA, MD, MS, NE, ND, OH, PA, SD, TN, UT, VA 
(310% of the U.S. youth population at risk) 
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Table 38 

Status Offense Cases: 19g4-1985 Trends 
by Sex» OtTense Categor}' and Manner of Handling 







Total 






Male 






Female 


— - 








Percent 






Percent 






Percent 




IVo4 


iooc 
lVo5 


Change 






Change 


1984 


1985 


Change 


. iNonpetitioncu cases 


CI lit 






z/,yio 


ii\ col 


o c 


23,182 


>^c ^oc 
25^85 




Runaway 


13.814 


15,789 


i43 


5,161 


5,936 


15.0 


8,631 


9,838 


14.0 


Liquor 


13,747 


14,588 


6.i 


9,956 


10,415 


4.6 


3,790 


4,174 


l6.t 


Truancy 


4,689 


4,996 


65 


2,566 


2,714 


5.8 


2,121 


2,279 


7.4 


Ungovernable 


13,291 


14,243 


12 


6,464 


7,144 


io3 


6,824 


7,094 


4.0 


; OtherStatus 


5,590 


6375 


14.0 


3,771 


4372 


15.9 


1,816 


2,000 


idi 


Petitioned Cases 


18,576 


20,939 


12.7 


10,850 


12366 


14.0 


7,720 


8,566 


11.0 


Runaway 


3,013 


3,293 


93 


1,077 


1,183 


9.8 


1,933 


2,108 


9.1 


Licjuor 


5,298 


5,754 


8.6 


3,954 


4,275 


8.1 


1344 


1,478 


10.0 


Truancy 


2,878 


2,768 


-3.8 


1,554 


1,482 


^4.6 


1324 


i,285 


-2.9 


Ungovernable 


3,592 


4,010 


11.6 


1,695 


1,862 


9.9 


1,895 


2,146 


m 


OtherStatus 


3,795 


5,114 


34.8 


2370 


3364 


38.7 


1,224 


1,549 


26.6 



Data Sources: AZ, GA, FL, HI, MD, MS, NE, ND, OH, SD, TN, UT, VA 
(25.8% of the U5. youth population at risk) 
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Table 39 

DelinquenQT Cases: 19844985 Trends 
by Sex, Disposition Category and Manner of Handling 







Total 






- Male 


- 




Female 










Percent 






Percent 






Percent^ 




1984 


1985 


Chanee 


1984 


1985 


Change 


1984 


1985 


Change' 


Nonpetitioned Cases 


168,830 


184,475 


93 


130,887 


142,237 


8.7 


37,943. 


42,238 


113 


Released 


104,998 


109,716 


45 


81379 


84,634 


4.0 


23,619 


25,082 


62 


Other than Released 


63,832 


Wi759 


17.1 


49,508 


57,603 


16;4 


14324 


17,156 


19.8 : 


Petitioped Cases 


184,952 


198,010 


7.1 


156,604 


168,013^ 


73 


28348 


29,997 


5.8 


Released 


37,492 


39,752 


6.0 


30,951 


32i830 


6.1 


6341 


6,922 


5.8 


Probaitbn 


83,758 


90,646 


8.2 


71,209 


77,266 


83 


12,549 


13380 


6:6 


Placement 


39,651 


42,495 


7.2 


34,500 


37,086 


7.5 


5,151 


5,409 


5.0 


Waived 


4,064 


3,857 


-5.1 


3,855 


3,639 


-5;6 


209 


.218 


43 


Other 


19,987 


21,260 


6.4 


16,089 


17,192 


6.9 


3,898 


4,068 


4.4 



Data Sources: AZ, CA, FL, HI, lA, MD, MS, NE, ND,.OH, PA, SD, TN, UT, VA 
(i310<^ of the US. youth population at risk) 
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Tabic 40 

Status Offense Cases: 19844985 trerias 
by Sex,.Dispos|t!on Category and Manner of Handling 







Total 






M3l«2 - 






Female 










Percent 






Percent 






Percent 




1984, 


1985 


Change 


1984 


1985 


Chariae 


1984 


1985 


Change 


Nohpetitioned Gases 


51;131 


55,991 


93 


27,936 


30,596 


9.5 


23,195 


25395 


9.5 


Released 


28,804 


31,533 


95 


16,064 


17,608 


9.6 


12,740 


13,925 


93 


Other than Released 


22327 


24,458 


95 


11^872 


12,988 


9.4 


10,455 


11,470 


9.7 


Petitioned Ccises 


18,576 


20,940 


12.7 


10.853 


12371 


14.0 


7,723 


8,569 


11.0 


Released 


3,696 


4,208 


13.9 


2,027 


2363 


16.6 


1,669 


1,845 


103 


'Probation 


6,576 


6,960 


5.8 


3,632 


3,899 


73 


2,944 


3,061 


4.0 


Placement 


1,884 


2,035 


8.0 


921 


1,005 


9.1 


963 


1,030 


7.0 


Waived 


10 


12 


* 


10 


11 


* 


0 


1 




Other 


6,410 


7,725 


20.5 


4,263 


5,093 


19.5 


2,147 


2,632 


2Z6 



• Too few cases to obtain reliable percentage. 

: Data Sources: AZ, CA, FL, HI, MD, MS, NE, ND, OH, St), TN, Ut, VA 
(25.8% of the U.S. y«3uth population at risk) 
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- - 


Delinquency Cases Detained: 1984-1985 Trends 










by Sqx, Race and QfTcnse Category and Scx» Age aiid Offense Category 










. I Old! 






Male 






Female 










x^erceni 






MJ^o^ ^^^^ 

r^ercenc 


— 




Percent- 




1984 


1985 


Change 


1984 


1985 


Change 






Chanye 


Total Gases Detained 


01 on 


oO, loo 




fio CIO 

0o,D3y 


77 0^*1 

/ ^,yoj 


0.4 


11 17ft 
13,3 /o 


13301 


32 


DelihquencyOffe nses 




















Person 


1 A 0^1 


1^ 7/lft 


0.0 


17 "UY) 




7 ^ 


1 Qfil 


2,015 


1.7 


' Property 




A'X IfiQ 


^7 
0./ 


'^'^ '^IS 

OOyOlO 


^ih 


0.0 


S 7ji^ 


5,679 


75 ■ 


Drugs 


6,272 


7,372 


173 


5,239 


6,264 


19,6 


1,033 


l,i08 




Public Order 


22,765 


22,945 


0.8 


17,683 


17,946 


1.5 


5,082 


4,999 


-a.6 


Race 




















* White 


71/1 


^7 AC^.'X 


^ n 


4^ n^7 


Al^^^A 

H 1 ,D<JH 




0 7/U 


9,562 


3.2 ' 


Person 


/,01U 






41^ 
Of** ID 


^ 870 
0,0 zy 


0.J 


1 1 


1,179 


1.8 


Property 


26,244 


27,887 


6.3 


22,359 


23,769 


63 


3,703 


3,953 


6.8 


Drugs 


4,749 


5,192 


9.3 


3,830 


4,245 


10.8 


894 


92i2 


3.1 


Public Order 


^K 111 

10,111 


1/^ 'ii'^ 


1 4 

l.H 




17 71 1 
IZ, /II 


7 1 


3,509 


3,508 


6.0 


Ndnwhite 


27,204 


29,2:^0 


7.7 


23,UUU 


24,^61 


0.5 


J A1 £. 

4,016 


4,157 


3.5 


Person 


6,673 


7,197 


T O' 


D,p23 


0,334 


o o 
5.8 


817 


825 




Property 


12,353 


13,301 


in 


10,725 


11,536 


1.0 


lp42 


1,687 


9% 


.Drugs 


1,523 


2,180 


43.1 


1,386 


1,986 


433 


129 


113 


41.9 


Public Order 


6,655 


6,612 


-0.6 


5,066 


- 5,105 


0.8 




1,462 




Age 














7,324 






15 of Younger 


3o,2oo 




0.0 


on o/C/i 


I'j oni 
33,2U1 


n 7 


7,597 


3.7 


Person 


0,44/ 


7 1 1 1 


in 1 


^ I'll 
j,^33 


j,y4o 


1 1 < 
J 1.0 


1 1 1^ 
1,114 


1,163 


4.4 


Property 


19,595 


20,651 


5.4 


16,569 


17,371 


4.8 


3,026 


3,280 


8:4 


Drugs 


1,922 


2,3i3 


20.3 


1;517 


1,907 


25.7 


405 


405 


0.0 


Public Order 


iU,32Z 


in 777 
lU, /Z A 


0 


n ^A<. 


7 077 


< 7. 


7 770 
2,/ TV 


2,749 


-1.1 


16 


70 A^A 


71 71'i 


0.4 


1 7 7^^ 


10 CI /I 
Jo,jl4 


7 1 


1 ICO 


3,197 


1.2 


Person 




1 'I /CO 

3,/oy 


C 1 


1 171. 


3,314 


A 7 

0.2 


4oD 


454 


-2.4 


Property 


9,280 


10,076 


8.6 


8,073 


8,829 




1,206 


1,247 


3.4 


Drugs 






Z1.4 






22.7 




293 


11.8 


\ Public Order 


5,805 


5,752 


-0.9 


4,579 


4,549 


•0.7 


1,226 


1,203 


-1.9 


17 or Older 


.23,218 


24,239 


4.4 


20,321 


21,233 


4.5 


2,896 


a,005 


3.8 ■ 


Person 


4,250 


4,368 


2.8 


3,848 


3,970 


3.2 


402 


398 


-1.0 


Property 


9,723 


10,462 


7.6 


8,673 


9,310 


7.3 


1,050 


1,152 


9.7 


.Drugs 


2,607 


2,943 


12.9 


2,240 


2,534 


i3:i 


367 


409 


11.4 


Public Order 


6,638 


6,466 


•2.6 


5,560 


5,419 


■25 


1,077 


1,046 


-2.9 


' Data Sources: AZ, GA, FL, lA, MS, NE, ND, OH, PA, SD, TN, VA (28.8% of the U.S. youth population at ri»k) 
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Table 42 

Status pffense Cases Detained: 19844985 trends 
by Sex> Race and OfTense Category and Sex, Age and OfTense Category 



- 




Total 


4 




Male 




- - 


Female 


'> 








Percent 






Percent 






^Percent 




1984 


1985 


Chanae 


1984 


1985 


Chanee 


I9s4 


1985 


Change 


- f . 

< Total Cases>petained 


5,205 


6,531 


25.5 


. fir 

2,461 


3,017 


22.6 


2,744 


3;514 


28.1 


Status Offenses 




















Runaway 


2,878 


3,845 


33.6 


1,099 


1,428 


29.9 


1,779 


2,417 


35.9 


Liquor 


689 


703- 


2.0 


534 


522 


-2.2 


155 


181. 


.16.8 


: Truancy 


131 


i59 


21.4 


64 


85 


* 


67 


74 


* 


Ungovernable 


1,127 


1,425 


26.4 


516 


730 


415 


611 


695 


13.7 


Other Status 


380 


399 


5.0 


248 


252 


1.6 


132 


147 


11.4 


- ■ Race 




















White 


4,015 


5,152 


28.3 


li889 


2,365 


25.2 


2,108 


2,772 


31:5 


Runaway 


2i267 


3i033 


33.8 


878 


1,135 


29.3 


r,385 


1,896 


36.9 


Liquor 


607 


635 


4.6 


467 


462 


•1.1 


132 


168 


273 


Truancy 


103 


124 


20.4 


SO 


63 


* 


51 


59 


* 


; Ungovernable 


841 


1,132 


34.6 


382 


570 


49.2 


455 


556 


22.2 


Other Status 


197 


228 


15.7 


112 


135 


20.5 


85 


93 


* 


Nonwhite 


1,190 


1,379 


15.9 


557 


641 


15.1 


629 


737 


17.2 


Runawj^r 


611 


812 


32.9 


218 


291 


33,5 


392 


521 


32.9 


Liquor 


82 


68 


* 


58 


57- 


*- 


23 


■11 




: Truanq/ 


28 


35 


• 


13 


21 


« 


15 


14 


* 


= Ungovernable 


286 


293 


2.4 


132 


155 


17.4 


152 


137 


-9.9 


Other Status 


183 


171- 


-6.6 


136 


117 


-14.0 


47 


54 


* 


, ' Age 




















15 or;Ybunger 


3,039 


3,702 


21.8 


1:243 


li475 


18.7 


1,795 


2225 


24.0 


Runaway 


1,769 


2,268 


28.2 


613 


748 


22.0 


1,156 


1,519 


31.4 


Liquor 


198 


198 


0.0 


129 


124 


-3,9 


68 


74 


* 


Truancy 


106 


136 


28.3 


SO 


7d 


* 


56 


66 


* 


Ungovernable 


743 


905 


21:8 


315 


422 


34.0 


428 


481 


12,4 


Other Status 


223 


195 


-12.6 


136 


111 


-18.4 


87 


85 


* ■ 


16 


1,212 


i;613 


33.1 


639 


804 


25.8 


576 


809- 


4d;5. 


Runaway 


674 


965 


43.2 


283 


388 


37.1 


391 


577 


47:6 


Liquor 


202 


210 


4.0 


163 


155 


-4.9 


39 


55 


* 


. , Truancy 


15 


15 




10 


11 




5 


4 


* 


Ungovernable 


250 


331 


32.4 


128 


188 


46.9 


122 


143 


17.2 


Other Status 


71 


92 


* 


52- 


62 


* 


19 


30 


* 


17 or Older 


954 


1,215 


27.4 


582 


737 


26.6 


371 


479 


29.1 


Runaway 


435 


612 


40.7 


203 


292 


43.8 


232 


321 


38.4 


Liquor 


289 


295 


2.1 


242 


243 


0.4 


47 


52 


* 


Truancy 


10 


8 


* 


4 


4 


* 


6 


4 




Ungovernable 


134 


189 


41.0 


73 


119 


* 


60 


70 




Other Status 


86. 


111 


* 


60 


79 


* 


26 


32 





* Too few cases to. obtain a reliable percentage. 

Data. Sources: AZ, CA, FL, MS, NE, ND* OH, SD, TN, VA (22.6% of the U.S. youth population at risk) 
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Table 43 




MURbER/NONNEGLIGENt MANSLAUGHTER CASES 


What were^the murder/nonnegligent manslaughter case rates 


for different age/sex and age/race groups? 




easesner l,000 Youth Within Aee Grouo 




Male 


Female^ 


Aee Group Total 


White Nonwhite White Nonwhite 


^10 * 


* 


« « « 


11 * 


* 


« « « 


12 * 


* 


« « « 


13 * 


* 


« « « 


14 * 


* 


« « « 


15 * 


* 


« « « 


16 0.11 


* 


« « « 


. 17 0.14 


* 


« « « 


Totalil0:l7 0.05 


0.05 


0^ * • 


* Too few cases to obtain a reliable rate. 






What happened to murdcr/nonnegligeht manslaughter cases referred to juvenile court? 




Murder/Nonnealigent Manslaughter Cases 




Totai 


Male Female 


Total Cases 


394 


361 33 




100% 


100% 100% 


Was the case petitioned? 






No 


10%, 


9% * 


Yes 


90% 


91% * 


Petition led to a flisposition of: 






Waive to criminal court 


28% 


29% 


Placement 


36% 


37% • 


Probation 


11% 


11% • 


Release 


12% 


11% 


Other 


3% 


3% ♦ 


* Too few cases to obtain a reliable oercentage. 




Data Sources: AL, AZ, CA, HI, lA, MD, MS, NE, NJ, ND, OH, PA, TN, UT, VA 


(32.2% of the U.S. youth population at \risk) 
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Table 44 






FORCIBLE RAPE CASES 




What were the forcible rape case rates _ 




for different age/sex and age/race groups? 






Cases-Der i.OdO Youth Within Age Gfouo 




Male 


Female 


Age Group Total 


White 


Nonwhite White 


Nonwhite 


-10 


* 


« * 




11 


* 


'* * 




12 • 


* 


* * 




13 




* * 




14 0.18 


* 


0.89 * 


• 


15 0.28 


0.29 


1.49 * 




16 0.33 


0.31 


1.80 




. 17 0.33 


0.37 


i.64 * 


* 


"Total-10-17 0.18 


0.18 


0.92 * 




* Too-few cases to obtain a reliable rate. 








What happened to forcible rape cases referred to juvenile court? 








Forcible Rape Cases 






Total 


Male 


Female 


; total Gases 


1,480 


1,456 


24 




100% 


ioo% 


100% 


Was the case petitioned? 








No 


14% 


14%) 


* 


Yes 


86% 


86% 


* 


Petition led to a disposition of: 








Waive to criminal court 


5% 


5% 




Placement 


24% 


25% 




Probation 


31% 


31% 




. - Release 


23% 


23% 




' \ Other 


3% 


3% 




^ ] * Too few cases to obtain a reliable percentage. 






Data Sources: AL, AZ, CA, HI, lA, MD, MS, NJ, OH, PA, SD, TN, UT, VA 




(31.5% of the US. youth population at risk) 
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Table 45 






ROBBERY CASES 






What were the robbery case rates 




for (lifTerent age/sex and age/race groups? 






Cases ner LOOO Youth Within Age Grouo 




Male 




Age Group Total 


W.jte 


Nonwhite White 


Nonwhite 


10 * 




* * 


* 


11 0.15 




0.89 * 


* 


12 0.35 




2.16 * 


♦ 


. 13 6.79 


0.52 


4.61 ♦ 


* 


14 1.40 


0.85 


8.64 ^ 


0,81 


15 2.05 


1.31 


13.26 * 


0.88 


16 2.45 


1.68 


15.42 * 


0.91 


17 2.72 


2.07 


i6.36 * 


* 


TotallO-17 1.30 


0.89 


7.87 Q.08 


0.50 


* Too few cases to obtain a reliable rate. 






■ 


What happened to robbery cases referred to juvenUe court? 








Robbery Cases 






Total 


Male 


Female 


Total Gases 


12,714 


11,879 


835 




100% 


100% 


100% 


Was the case petitioned? 








No 


11% 


11% 


17% 


Yes 


89% 


89% 


83% 


Petition led to a disposition of: 








Waive to critpinal court 


5% 


6% 


3% 


Placement 


24% 


24% 


18% 


Probation 


31% 


31% 


33% 


Release 


23% 


23% 


23% 


Other 


5% 


5% 


6% 


Data Souses: AL, AZ, CA, FL, HI, lA, MD, MS, NE, NJ, ND, OH, PA, SD, TN, UT, VA 


(36.9% of the U.S; youthpopulation at risk) 







ERIC 
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Table 46, 
AGGRAVATED ASSAULT CASES 



What were the aggravated assault case rates 
for different age/sex and age/race groups? 



Cases her tOOQ Youth Within Age Group 



Male 



Female 



Ase Grouo 


Total 


White 


Nonwhite 


White 


Nonwhite 


10 


0.16 




* 


* 


* 


11 


029 


0.29 


1.15 


* 


* 


12 


0.57 


0.60 


2.07 


* 


*- 


13 


104 


0.98 


3.54 


0.25 


1.50 


14 


1.65 


1.64 


5.66 


0.41 


2.11 


15 


2.26 


229 


8.70 


0.46 


2:58 


16 


2.90 


3.19 ■ 


10.61 


0.53 


2.94 


17 


3.17 


3.85 


11.05 


6.50 


2.58 


Total 10-17 


1.56 


1.70 


5.50 


0.30 


1.65 



* Too few cases to obtain a reliable rate. 



What happened to aggravated assault cases referred to Juvenile court? 



Aggravated Assault Cases 



totalCases 



Was the case petitioned? 
No 
Yes 

Petition led to a disposition of: 
Waive to criminal court 
Placement 
Probation 
Release 
Other 



Total 

14,846 
100% 



29% 
71% 



Male 

12,134 
100% 



27% 
73% 



Female 

2,712 
100% 



36% 
64% 



2% 
13% 
30% 
20% 

5% 



3% 


1% 


14% 


8% 


30% 


30% 


20% 


21% 


5% 


5% 



Data Sources: AL, AZ, CA, FL, HI, lA, MD, MS, NE, NJ, OH, PA, SD, UT, VA 
(35.9% of the U.S. youth population at risk) 
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Table 47 






BURGLARY CASES 






What were the burglary case rates 




for different age/sex and age/race groups? 






Cases oer 1.000 Yoiith Within Am firoim 


AwGroUD 




xcmaic 


White 


Nohwhite White 


Nonwhite 


, 10 0.77 


LIO, 


2.34 • 




' 11 UO 


1.93 


3.74 • 




12 2.54 


3.83 


6.70 0.47 


* 


13 4:66 


7.24 


11.79 a9i 


0.94 


14 7.23 


11.38 


18.13 U9 


1,25 


15 9.35 


15.18 


2337 1;52 


1,49 


16 9.80 


16.55 


23.35 128 


1 49 


17 9.32 


15.94 


21.64 L12 


1.21 


Total 10-17 5.83 


9.53 


14.12 052 


0.94 


* Too few cases to obtain a reliable rate. 








What happened to burglary cases referred to Juvenile court? 








BufElarv Cases 






IqM 


Male 


Female 


total Cases 


56,839 


52,460 






100% 


100% 


100% 


Was the case petitioned? 








No 


27% 


26% 


42% 


Yes 


73% 


74% 


58% 


Petition led to a disposition of: 








Waive to criminal court 


2% 


2% 




; Placement 


16% 


17% 


10% 


Probation 


38% 


39% 


33% 


Release 


11% 


11% 


10% 


Other 


5% 


5% 


6% 


•• Less than p.5% 








Data Sources: AL, AZ, CA, FL, HI, IA,;MD, MS, NE, NJ, ND, OH, PA, SD, TN. UT. VA 


(36.9% of the US. youth population at risk) 
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Table 48 
LARCENY-THEFT CASES 



Virhai >yere the Iarceny*theft case rates 
for dilferent age/sex and age/race groups? 



Cases per 1.000 Youth Within Age Group 



Male 



Female 



AeeGrouD 




Wliit? 


Nonwhite 


Wit? 


Nonwhite 


10 


2.05 


2.26 


6.65^ 


0.62 


1.52 


11 


3.47 


3.83 


10.20 


UO 


2.74 


12 


6.19 


6.73 


16.28 


2.89 


5.19 


13 


10.15 


11.48 


24.67 


4.95 


,8.47 


14 


13.96 


16.55 


32.13 


6.81 


11.25 


15 


16.76 


19.71 


39.76 


7.88 


15.49 


16 


17.94 


22.26 


39.03 


8.19 


16.13 


17 


17.18 


2i.51 


3^67 


7.41 


16.70 


total 10-17 


lUl 


13.53 


26;04 


5.20 


9.85 



What happened to larceny'thcft cases referred to juvenile court? 



LarcenV'Theft Cases 



Total Cases 



Was the case petitioned? 
No 
Yes 

Petition led to a disposition of: 
Waive to criminal court 
Placement 
Probation 
Release 
Other 

Less than 0.5% 



110,307 
100% 



57% 
43% 



6% 
22% 
9% 
6% 



Male 

80,811 
100% 



53% 
47% 



1% 
7% 
23% 
10% 
6% 



Female 

29,496 
100% 



68% 
32% 



3% 

Yiyo 

6% 
5% 



Data Sources: AL, AZ, GA, FL, HI, lA, MD, MS, NE, NJ, ND, OH, PA, SD, TN, UT, VA 
(36.9% of the U^S. youth population at risk) 
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Table 49 

MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT CASES 



What were the motor vehicle theft case rates 
for difTereht age/sex and age/race groups? 



Cases per tOOO Youth Within Age Groun . 



Mala,. 



Female 



Too few cases to obtain a reliable rate. 



Aee Group 


total 


White 


Nonwhite 


White 


Nonwhite 


10:- 


* 


* 


* 


* 




11 


* 


* 


*- 


* 


* 


12 


0.28 


0.38 


* 


* 


* 


13 


. 6.85 


1.16 


1.78 


0.40 




14 


1:92 


2.75 


3.96 


0.84 




15 


2.99 


4.36 


732 


0.9d 




16 


3.33 


4.83 


9.ii 


0.90 




17 


1.21 


4.47 


8:70 


0.57 




Totari0-17 


1.64 


2.40 


4.08 


0.50 


0.40 



What happened to motor vehicle theft cases referred to juvenile court? 

Motor.VehicietheftGa.ses 



totalCases 



Was the case petitioned? 
No 
Yes 

Petition led to a disposition ot: 
Waive to criminal court 
Placement 
Probation 
Release 
Other 

Less than 0.5% 



total 

14,712 
100% 



35% 
65% 



2% 
17% 
29% 
11% 

7% 



Male 

12,623 
100% 



33% 
67% 



2% 
18% 
30% 
11% 

7% 



Female 

2,089 
100% 



49% 
51% 



10% 
22% 
12% 
7% 



Data Sources: AL, AZ, CA, FL, HI, lA, MD, MS, NE, ND, OH, PA, SD, tN, Ut, VA 
(33.9% of the U.S. youth population at risk) 
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Table 50 



ARSON CASES 



What were the arson case rates 
for difTerent age/sex and age/race groups? 



Cases ner 1000 Youth Within Age Group 

Male Female 





— - Total 


White 


Nonwhite 


White 


Nonwhite 


10 


ao9 




♦ 


♦ 


♦ 


11 


0.11 


« 






♦ 


12 


0.17 


032 


* 


♦ 


♦ 


13 


028 


6.48 


* 


♦ 


♦ 


14 


035 


0.65 


* 


♦ 




15 


030 


052 


♦ 


♦ 




16 


023 


039 


* 


♦ 


♦ 


17 


0.21 


039 


* 






TotallO-l? 


022 


0.40: 


033 


0.05 




♦ ToofewcaKf^ 


ip'^ain a reliable rate. 











What happened to arson cases rcrerred to juvenile colirt? 

Arson Cases 



Total Male Female 



Total Cases 2,111 1,874 237 

100% 100% 100% 

Was the case petitioned? 

• No 38% 39% 32% 

Yes 62% 61% 68% 

Petition led to a disposition of: 

Waive to criminal court 1% 1% 0% 

Placement 10% 9% 20% 

Probation 30% 31% 27% 

Release 15% 15% 14% 

Other 5% 5% 8% 

Data Sources: AL, AZ, CA, FL, HI, MD, MS, NE, NJ, ND, OH, PA, SD, TN, UT, VA 
(35.9% of the"U.S. youth population at risk) 
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Table 51 






SIMPLE ASSAULT CASES 




\VKat were the simple assault case rates 




for (lifTereht age^sex and age^race groups? 






Cases Dcr 1.000 Youth Within Aee firoun 




Male - 


Female 


AeeGroup Total 


White 


Nonwhite White 


Nonwnite 


10 0.50 


0.57 


i.65 * 


* 


11 6.85- 


0.93 


2.66 * 


1.08 


12 1;53 


1.52 


429 057 


2.09 


13 2.91 


2.65 


8;18 138 


397 


14 430 


4.07 


12.04 2.07 


5.57 


■ 15 53i 


538 


16.55 2.16 


5.83 


16 5.74 


6.59 


16.58 2.06 


538 


17 5.95 


730 


17.11 1.84 


4.75 


Total 10-17 3.51 


3.77 


10.05 i.35 


3.72 


* Too few cases to obtain a reliable rate. 








What happened to simple assault cases referred to juvenile court? 








Simple Assault Cases 






Total 


Male 


Female 


Total Gases 


33,258 


24,686 


8^72 




100% 


100% 


ii/u/o 


Was the case petitioned? 








No 


50% 


47% 


58% 


Yes 


50% 


53% 


42% 


Petition led to a disposition of: 








Waive to criminal court 


1% 


1% 




Placement 


7% 


8% 


5% 


Probation 


21% 


22% 


17% 


Release 


18% 


18% 


16% 


Other 


4% 


5% 


4% 


— Less than 0.5% 








Data Sources: AL, AZ, CA, FL, HI, lA. MD, MS, NE, NJ, OH, PA, SD, UT, VA 




(35.9% of the U3. youth population at risk) 







ERIC 
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Table Si 



WEAPONS OFFENSE CASES 



\Vhat v.r.re tbd vtrjHms offense case rates 
for dirrerent age/scK and ag^race groups? 



Cases per l.OOQ Youth Within Age Group 



Male 



Aee Group : 


total 


White 


Nonwhite 


io 


• 


•• 


• 


11 


• 


* 




12 


020 


026 


• 


13 


030 


6.70 


137 


14 


0.95 


122 


324 


15 


137 


1.89 


4.66 


16 


1.70 


Z47 


5.52 


17 


1.86 


ZT9 


5.86 


TotallO-17 


0.87 


124 


2.77 


^ * Too few cases to obtain a reliable rate. 







Female 



White Nonwhite 



0.09 



034 



What happened to ««apons offense cases referred to juvenile court? 

Weanohs Offense Cases 



Total Male Female 



total Gases 8,499 7,811 688 

100% 100% 100% 

Was the case petitioned? 

Np. 48% 48% 49% 

Yes 52% 52% 51% 

Petition led to a disposition of: 

Waive to criminal court 1% 1% ~ 

Placeinent 9% 9% 5% 

Probation 27% 27% 30% 

Release 11% 11% 13% 

Other 4% 4% 3% 



- Less than 0.5% 



, Data Sources: AL. AZ, CA. FL, HI, lA. MD, MS. NE, NJ. ND. OH, PA, SD, TN, UT. VA 
(36.9% of the VS. youth population at risk) 
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Table 53 
SHOPUETING CASES 



What were the shoplifting case rates 
for difTerent age/sex and age/race groups? 



Gases per LOOP Youth Within Aee Group 



Age Group 

io 

■.it 
n 

13 
14 
15 
16 

.17 

TotallO-17 



:Ma!e 



Female 



Total 


White 


sNohwhite 


White 


Nonwhite 


1.40 


1S2 


4.40 


0.47 


120 


2.40 


232 


6i3 


1.12 


2i3 


4.08 


4:15 


9.82 


238 


3.89 


6.16 


6.4^1 


13.02 


3.93 


6.14 


7.90 


830 


1536 


5.14 


8.09 


9.01 


9.46 


17.63 


5.76 


11.12 


925 


10.08 


17.02 


5.71 


11.69 


831 


8.76 


14.40 


523 


12.10 


624 


6.63 


1142 


3.67 


7.17 



What happened to shoplifting cases referredto juvenile court? 



Shoplifting Cases 



Total Cases 



Was the case petitioned? 
No 
Yes 

Petition led to a disposition o^ 
Waive to criminal court 
Placement 
Probation 
Release 
Other 

Less than 0.5% 



Total 

56,891 
100% 



70% 
30% 



Male 

36.617 
100% 



68% 
32% 



Female 

20.274 
100% 



74% 
26% 



4% 
16% 

5% 
5% 



5% 
17% 
5% 
5% 



3% 
14% 

5% 



Data Sources: AL, AZ, CA, FL, lA, MD, MS, NJ, PA, TN, UT, VA 
(34.6% of the U.S. youth population at risk) 
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table 54 






VANDAUSM CASES 






\Vhat were the vandalism case rates 




for dlfTerent agcysex and age/racie groups? 






Cases oer 1.000 Youth Within Aee Grouo 




Male 


Female 


AKeQroup total 


White 


Nonwhite White 


Nonwhite 


10 0.81 


137 


2.00 * 


* 


11 . 1.16 


1.93 


i56 * 


* 


12 1.79 


2.96 


3.79 037 


* 


13 2.65 


4.45 


- 5.14 0.63 


* 


14, 328 


5.41 


634 0.83 


0.82 : 


15 3.76 


6.46 


6.82 0.84 


V.yi 


16 3.84 


7.10 


6.03 0.67 


0.76 


17 3.47 


6.42 


5.45 0i9 


0.62 


Total 10-17 2.66 


4.64 


4.82 6.54 




: ^ Too fewxases to obtain a reliable rate. 








VVhat happened to vandalism cases referred to juvenile court? 








-Vandalism Cases 






Total 


Male 


Female 


Total Cases 


25,963 


23357 


2,606 




100% 


100% 


100% 


Was the case petitioned? 








No 


58% 


58% 


63% 


Yes 


42% 


42% 


37% 


Petition led to a disposition of: 








Waive to criminal court 








Placement 


4% 


4% 


3% 


Probation 


19% 


19% 


16% 


Release 


12% 


13% 


11% 


Other 


6% 


6%- 


.6% 


> n Less than 0.5% 








Data Sources: AL, AZ, CA, FL, HI, lA, MD. MS, NE, NJ, ND, OH, PA. SD, TN, UT. VA 


(36.9% of the U.S. youth population at risk) 
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Table 55 



DRUG POSSESSION/USE CASES 



What were the drug possession/use case rates 
for ditTerent age/sex and age/race groups? 



Cases per LOOP Youth Within Age Group 

Male . - Female 



AaeGrouo 


total 


White 


Nonwhite 


White 


Nonwhite 


10 


* 


* 


* 


* 


♦ 


11 




* 


* 


* 


* 


i2 


0.21 


033 




* 




13 


0.67 


1.01 


* 


0.47 


* 


14 


1.50 


2.43 


i.47 


0.82 




15 


2.57 


4.17 


3^2 


1.12 


* 


16 


332 


5.82 


5A2 


i.33 


* 


17 


438 


7.43 


6A2 


1.60 


* 


Total 10-17 


1:70 


2.81 


2.23 


0.72 


036 



* Top few cases to obtain a reliable rate. 



WTiat happchcd to dnig possessipn/tisc cases referred to Juvenile court? 



totalCases 



Was the case petitioned? 
No 
Yes 

Petition led to a disposition of: 
Waive to criminal court 
Placement 
Probation 
Release 
Other 

- Less than 0.5% 



Drug Possession/TJse Cases 



Total Male ^ ^ Female 

11,800 9,585 2,215 

100% 100% 100% 



49% 47% 56% 

51% 53% 44% 



11% 11% 10% 

25% 26% 21% 

8% 8% 8% 

7% 7% 6% 



Data SoMrces: AL, AZ, CA, NJ, OH, PA, TN, UT, VA 

(26.4% of the U.S. youth population at risk) 
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TabIeS6 



DRUG TRAFFICKING CASES 

What were the drug trafficking case rates 
for different age/sex and age/race groups? 



Gases per 1,000 Youth Within Age Group -_ 

Male ^ Female 

' Age Group Total White Nonwhite White Nonwhite 



10 




•- 




* 


* 


11 


* 


* 


* 


* 




12 


0.i6 


* 


* 


* 


• 


13 


0.46 


,0.74 


* 


* 


* 


U 


1.23 


1.76 


2.88 


0.48 




15 


2.27 


339 


5.36 


0.74 




16 


3:44 


5.24 


8.95 


o;85 




17 


4;24 


6.27 


11.62 


1.05 




Total 10-17 


155 


234 


3.81 


0.45 


033 



* Top few cases to obtain a reliable rate. 



What iiappcncd to drug trafficking caseSTcferred to juvenile court? 

^ . Drug Trafficking Cases 



Total M^le Female 

Total Cases 10,818 9,356 1,462 

100% 100% 100% 

Was the case petitioned? 

No 47% 46% 57% 

Yes 53% j4% 43% 

Petition led to a disposition of: 
Waive to criir'nal court 

Placement 13% 14% 8% 

Probation 29% 30% 25% 

Release 8% S% 8% 

Other 2% 2% 2% 



; - Less than 0.5% 

Data Sources: AL, AZ, CA, NJ, OH, PA, TN, UT," VA 

(26.4% of the U.S; youth population at risk) 
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Table 57 






•- 


MARUUANA CASES 








WhaiL were the marUuana case rates 






for difTerent age/sex and age/race groups? 








. -Cases Der 1.000 Youth Within Age Groun 




Male 




Female 


Aee Group Total 


White 


Nohwhite 


White 


Nonwhite 


10 • 


« 


« 


« 


••- 


11 * 


« 


« 


« 




12 0.33 


0^0 


* 


* 


* 


^ 13 1.02 


1.60 


1.25 


0.55 


* 


•14 2.33 


3.63 


3.73 


0.99 




15 * 3.92 


6.14 


7.45 


1.41 


♦- 


16 5.08 


835 


10.13 


1:41 


* 


i7 ■ 5.70 


9;13 


1330 


1.29 


1.23 


Total 10-17 2.43 


3.90 


4.65 


0.78 


6.57 


* Too fcw cases to obtain a reliable fate. 










What happened to marijuana cases referred to juvenile court? 








Mariiuana Case.«-. 






Total 


Male 




Female 


Total Cases 


17,164 


14,618 




2,546 




100% 


100% 




100% 


Was the case.petitioncd? 










No 


59% 


57% 




I/O /Q 


Yes 


41% 


43% 




32% 


Petition led to a disposition of: 










Waive to criminal court 










Placement 


6% 


6% 




3% 


Probation 


23% 


24% 




17% 


Release 


7% 


7% 




6% 


Other 


5% 


5% 




6% 


-- Less than 0.5% 










Data Sources: AZ, CA, FL, HI, NJ, PA, SD, TN, UT 








(26.8% of the U.S. youth population at risk) 









ERIC 
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table 58 

ALCOHOL CASES 

What were the alcohol case rates 
for difterent age/sex and age/race groups? 



Cases per LOOP Youth Within Age Group 

- Malel ^ Female 



Aee GrouD 


Total 


White 


Nbnwhite 


White 


Nonwhite 


10 


* 


* 


* 


* 




11 


* 


* 


* 


*• 




12 


0.14 


♦ 


♦ 


* 




13 


0i7 


0.76 


* 


0.57 




14 


i.75 


2.34 


* 


1.84. 


** 


15 


4.15 


6S0 


1.79 


3.34 


« 


-16 


8.32 


14.63 


3.34 


5.30 


0.97 


17 


11.63 


22.17 


4.64 


5.69 


1.07 


Total 10-17 


3.47 


6.11 


1.38 


2.23 


0.42 



* Too few cases to obtain a reliable rate. 



What happened to alcohol cases referred to juvenile court? 

- . Alcohol Cases ^ . 



Total Male Female 

TotalCases 29,026 21.594 7,432 

100% 100% 100% 

Was the case petitioned? 

No 70% 69% 73% 

Yes 30% 31% 27% 

Petition led to adisppsitibn of: 

Waive to criminal court - *r 

Placemen!- 2% 2% 2% 

Probation 12% 13% 9% 

Release 5% 5% 4% 

Other 11% 11% 11% 



. - Less than 0.5% 

Note: Alcohol offenses include charges of public drinking or drunkenness as well as status liquor 
la\y violations and underage drinking. 

Data Sources: AL, AZ, CA, FL, HI, lA, MD, MS, NE, NJ, ND, OH, SD, TN, UT, VA 
(31.7% of the US. youth population at risk) 
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"Table'59 








RUNAWAY CASES 








What were the runaway case r^ix-s 






for (lifTcrcnt age/sex and age/race groups? 








Gases ner 1.000 Youth Within Aee Groun 




Male 




Female 


; Ase Group total 


White 


Ndnwhite 


White 


INUIIWIIIIC 


10 0.15 






* 


* 


It ' 0.33 


0.34 


* 


* 


* 


12 """0.97 


0.64. 


1.08 


1.16 


1.36 


13 2.54 


1.73 


i.57 


3.40 


3.54 


14 '4;71 


3:07 


2.59 


6.97 


5.24 


15 .5.88 


4.15 


3.23 


8.44 


6.03 


16 5.51 


4.71 


2.83 


7.29 


5.12 


,17 3.20 


3.10 


1.59 


3.99 


2.61 


Total 10-17 3.04 


2.34 


1.79 


4.16 


3.11 


* Too few cases.to obtain a reliable rate. 










What happened to runaway cases referred to juvenile court? 








Runawav Cases 






Total 


Male 




Female 


Total Cases 


21,799 


8,121 




13,678 




100% 


100% 




100% 


Was the case petitioned? 










No 


81% 


82% 




80% _ 


Yes 


19% 


mo 




20% 


Petition led to a disposition of: 










Waive to criminal court 


0% 


0% 




0% 


Placement 


3% 


2% 




3% 


Probation 


6% 


6% 




6% 


Release 


5% 


5% 




5% 


Other 


5% 


5% 




5% 


Data Sources: AL, AZ, CA, FL, HI, MD, MS, NE, ND, SD, TN, UT, VA 






(27.1% of the U.S. youthipopulation at risk) 
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PROCEDURES FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF NATIONAL ESTIMATES 
OF PETITIONED DELINQUENCY AND STATUS OFFENSE CASES 



This section describes the data and the statistical procedures employed to develop national 
estimates of the number and characteristics of petitioned delinquency and status offense cases 
disposed by juvenile courts in 1985.^ 



The Juvenile Court Statistics series utilizes data provided to the National Juvenile Court Data 
Archive by state and county agencies responsible for the collection and/or dissemination of 
information on the processing of youth through the juvenile courts. These data are not the result of 
a census or scientifically designed (probability) sampling procedure, they are also not the result of a 
uniform data collection effort. The national estimates ^ere developed by using data from all courts 
who were willing and able to provide data for this work. 

The data used In this report fall into one of two general categories: case-level data and court- 
level aggregate statistics. Case-level data are generated by courts with automated client tracking/ 
management information systems or automated reporting systems. These data describe in detail the 
characteristics of each delinquency and status offense case handled by the court and usually contain 
information oh the age, sex and race of the youth referred, the date and source of referral, the 
offense(s) charged, whether or not the yout was detained, whether or not the case was petitioned, 
the date of disposition, and the disposition of the case. The court-level aggregate statistics were 
either abstracted from annual reports or supplied on request by local and state agencies. These 
figures report the total number of petitioned delinquency and status offense cases handled by a court 
in a defined time period (e.g., calendar year» fiscal year). 

Two data bases containing information on juvenile court activity Wjcre constructed. The 
structure of each court's case-level data set (e.g., the definition of data elements, their codes, and 
interrelationships) was unique, having been designed to meet the informational needs and demands 
of the state or local jurisdiction. These disparate case-level data sets were combined by converting 
(recoding) each into a common (national) data format, a process which required an intimate 
understanding of the development, structure, and content of each data set. The combination of these 
standardized data sets formed the national case-level data base. 

Case-level data from each jurisdiction were also summarized to produce court-level 
aggregate statisticsfor these jurisdictions. These aggregate statistics were combined with those from 
the courts which only contributed court-level aggregate statistics to form the national court-level 
data base. 

In all, juvenile courts with jurisdiction oyer 96% of the U.S. youth population contributed 
either c^^^e-level data or court-level aggregate statistics on their delinquency and status offense cases. 
However, not all of this juvenile court information was used to generate the national estimates. Each 
data set contributed to the archive >yas studied to determine its structural characteristics (e.g., unit of 
count and coding rules) and its consistency with data previously supplied by the same source. To be 
used in this report the data had to be compatible with the report's unit of count, a case disposed, the 
data source had to report consistently for at least a two year period and had to represent the 
complete reporting of all delinquency or status offense cases formally disposed by.the court in 1985. 



Tor a more complete discussion of the estimation procedures, interested readers are directed to the 
forthcoming Technical Appendix to this report. 



DATA 




Case*level data describing in detail 29S»92S delinquency cases handled formsdiy by 1»133 
jurisdictions in 22 states (Alabama, Arizona, California Connecticut, Florida, Hawaii, Iowa, 
Maiyland, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Nebraska, New Jersey, New furk. North Dakota, Ohio, 
Perin^vania, South Dakota, Tennessee, Utah, Vliisinia, and Wisconsin) met the estimation criteria 
(Table A*l), In 1985 these courts had jurisdiction over 49% oif the nation's youth population at risk. 
An additional 345 jurisdictions in these and 7 other states 0istrict of Columbia, Georgia, Idaho, 
Illinois, New Mexico, Texas, and Vermont) imported compatible court*level aggregate statistics on an 
additional 36,010 formally processed delinquency cases, J<19(l^ these courts had jurisdiction over 
10% of ti)c nation's youth population at jrisk. In all, cdse*ic w. and court*Ievel statistics on 
petitioned delinquenqr cases which were compatible with the reporting requirements of this series 
were available from 1,478 jurisdictions containing 59% of the nation's youth population at risk« 



Table A-1 

1985 Cotinty Cluster Profiles: DelinquenQr Data 



Counties Reporting Compatible Data 
Number of Counties 



County 


County Population 


Counties 


Case- 


Court- 




Percent of Youth 


Ouster 


Age 10-17 


in Ouster 


^el 




Total 


PoDulation at Risk 


1 


Under 9,400 


2,517 


888 


299 


1,187 


44%. 


2 


9,400 - 36,999 


411 


161 


33 


194 


48% 


3 


37,000-99,999 


118 


62 


8 


70 


63% 


4 


100,000 or more 




22 


5 


22 


83% 


Total 




3,aii 


1,133 


345 


1,478 


59% 



Casc-leyel data i escribing in detair41,677 status offense cases handled formally by 1,114 
jurisdictions in 21 states (Alabama, Arizona, California, Connecticut, Florida, Hawaii, Iowa, 
Maryland, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Nebraska, New York, North Dakota, Ohio, 
Pcnnqrlvania, South Dakota, Tennessee, Utah, Virginia, and Wiscona'n) met the estimation criteria 
(Table A*2). In 1985 these courts had jurisdiction over 46% of the nation^s youth population at risk* 
An additional 345 jurisdictions in these and 7 other states G^lstrict of Columbia, Georgia, Idaho, 
Illinois, New Mexico, Texas, and Vermont) reported compatible court*level aggregate statistics on ati 
additional 5>456 petitioned status offer cases. In 1985 these courts had jurisdiction over 10% of 
the nation's youth population at risk* all, case*level data and court*level statistics on petitioned 
status offense cases which were compatible with tfie reporting requirements of this series were 
available from 1,459 jurisoictions containing 56% of the nation's youth population at risk. 

YOUTH POPULATION AT RISK 

the number and type of juvenile court cases in a county is highly related to the size and 
demographic composition of the youth population in the county that is potentially under the 
jurisdiction of the juveir*'^ court. Consequently, a critical element in the development of the national 



104 



122 



Table A-2 

1985 County Cluster Profiles: Status OfTense Data 

Counties Reporting Compatible Data 



. Number of Counties 



County 


County Population 


Counties 


Case- 


Courts 




Percent of Youth 


Cluster 


Aee 10-17 


in Ouster 


Level 


Level 


Total 


Population at Risk 


1 


Under 9,400 


2,517 


887 


299 


1,186 


44% 


2 


--9,400-36,999 


411 


153 


33 


186 


46% 


3 


37,000 - 99,999 


118 


53 


8 


61 


55% 


4 


100,000 or.more 


35 


21 - 




26 


82% 


Total 




3,081 


1,114 


345 


1,459 


56% 



estimates was the construction of,a measure of a county's youth population atjisk for juvenile court 
referral. 

Every state in the nation defines an upper age limit of original juvenile court delinquency 
-jurisdiction.^ While there are numerous exceptions to this age criterion (e.g., youthful offender 
legislation, concurrent jurisdiction statutes, and extended jurisdiction provisions), it was decided that 
the upper. age of original juvenile court jurisdiction would be the best upper age limit for the youth 
population at risk measure. A survey of the case-level data showed that very few delinquency or 
status offense cases involved youth below the age of 10. Therefore, the lower age limit of youth 
population at risk measure \yas set at 10 years of age. Consequently, in a New York county where the 
upper age of juvenile court jurisdiction was 15, the youth population at risk equaled the number of 
youth 10 through 15 years of age residing;in that county; in California where the upper age of juvenile 
court jurisdiction was 17, the youth population at risk equaled the number of youth 10 through 17 
years of age. In summary, the youth population at risk in a county was operationally defined as the 
number of youth age 10 through the upper age of original juvenile court jurisdiction. While a 
juvenile court is likely to handle a few cases involving youth who are above or below the age limits of 
their youth population at risk, it was decided that the youth population at risk was the best indicator 
of that segment of the total population that generates juvenile court activity. The decision to exclude 
these youth from the population at risk calculations enabled the case rate statistic (which is an 
integral part of the national estimation procedure) to be more sensitive to variations across 
jurisdictions. 

Data from the U.S. Bureau of the Census were used to develop youth population at risk 
figures for each county in the country. The U.S. Bureau of the Census reported county-level age 
group estimates in five-year groupings for July 1, 1985 on a machine-readable data file entitled 
County Population Estimates (Experimentallby Age, Sex, and Race: 1980- 1982- 1984- 1985 znd the 



In 1985 the upper age of coiirt jurisdiction in three states (Connecticut, New York and North 
Carolina) was 15. In eight states (Georgia, Illinois, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Michigan, Missouri, 
South Carolina and Texas) the upper age of jurisdiction was 16. In one state (Wyoming) the upper 
age of jurisdiction was 18. In all other states the upper age of juvenile court jurisdiction was 17. 
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national individual age by race group estimates for July 1, 1985 in Current Population Reports, 
Pcpuldtiort Estirnates and Projections, Series P-25, No. 102Z* United States Population Estimates by 
Age, Sex, and Race: 1980 to 1981. Using these data sets, estimates of the 1985 county-level youth 
population at risk figures for whites and nonwhites ages 10 through 15» 16 and 17 were generated as 
follows. The 1985 county-level age group estimates ((M, 5-9i 10-14, and 15-1?) for whites and 
nonwhites were divided into individual age group estimates by assuming that the proportions at each 
I .Uivldual age group within the county were equivalent to the national proportions reported in the P- 
25 series for 1985. Individual age group population estimates for each county and the upper age of 
original juvenile court jurisdiction for each state were used to develop youth population at risk 
estimates for each county nationwide. 

THE ESTIMATION PROCEDURE 

National estimates of the number and the characteristics of petitioned delinquency and 
status offense cases disposed by jyvenile courts in 1985 were developed using the natiorisd case-level 
data base» tiie national court-level data base and cpuhty-level youth population at risk figures. The 
basic assumption underiying each stage of the estimation procedure was that the dynamics which 
produce the volume and characteristics of juvenile q>urt cases in reporting counties were shared by 
nonreportihg counties of similar size. Cbunty was selected as the unit of aggregation because most 
juvenile court jurisdictions were concurrent with county boundaries, most juvenile court data report 
the county in which the case was handled, and because youth population estimates developed by the 
U5. Bureau of Oiisus were reported by county.^ 

Each county in the cbuntiy was placed in one of four clusters based on the estimated number 
of 10- through IT-yearroldis residing in the cbunty. The population boundaries of the four county 
clusters were established so that each cluster contained approximately one-quarter of the nation's iO- 
through 17-year-old population, llie numbers of white and nonwhite youth at risk ages 10 through 
15^ 16 and 17 were developed for each county cluster, establislung six race/age population at risk 
groups within each county cluster. These population at risk groups incorporated the variations in the 
upper ages of original juvenile court jurisdiction. 

The estimation procedure developed independent estimates of the number of petitioned 
delinquency and status offense cases handled by the courts in each cluster. While most information 
systems reported data on each deljhqueni^ and. status offense case disposed by their juvenile court 
^stem, one state (New Jersey) reported case-level information on only their delinquency cases. 
I^erefore, to take advantage of all available data, estimating samples for delinquency and status 
offense cases were constructed separately. The stages of the estimation procedure are outiined in 
Tables A-3 through A-8. Since identical procedures were used to develop national petitioned 
delinquency and status offense estimates, only the delinquency procedures will be discussed in detail 



Florida's juvenile court data was the only information used in this report which could not be 
aggregated by county. These data were collected by the Florida Department of Health and 
Rehabilitative Services (HRS) which identified the HRS district in which the case was handled. 
Eorida's juvenile courts (which were not county based, but organized into 20 multi-county district 
courts) did not collect case-levej information. In order to utilize the quality data collected by HRS, 
the aggregation criterion was relaxed to include the 11 HRS districts. In 1985 there were 3,137 
counties in the United States. By replacing Florida's 67 counties with the 11 HRS districts, the total 
number of aggregation units, or counties^ for this report became 3,081. Therefore, while the report 
uses the term county to describe the aggregation unit, the reader should be aware of the 
complications introduced by the use of Florida's HRS data. 
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Within each county duster Jurisdictions reporting petitioned deiinquen<7 data consistent 
with this sieries' reporting requirements were identified in the national case-level data base. From the 
population at risk data» the numbers of white and nonwhite youth ages 10 through 1S» 16 and 17 were 
compQed for these jurisdictions. The national case-levd data base was summarized to determine the 
number of petitioned d^linguen^ cases within each county duster that involved youth in each of the 
six race/age population groups. For example, a total of 1,503,000 white youth ages 10 through IS 
lived in the counties in Ouster 1 reporting compatible data^ and generated a total of 14,899 
petitioned delinquent cases (Table A-3). From these data case rates were developed for each of the 
six race/age groups witiiin each county duster. For example, in Ouster 1 the number of cases per 
1,000 white youth ages 10 through 15 in the population was 9.9 [ie., (14399/1,503,066) x 1,000]. 

Next, the information contained in the national court^evel data base was added and the case 
rates adjusted (TaUe A-4). Each single court^evel statistic was disaggregatdl into six race/age group 
counts This was accomplished by assuming that; for each jurisdiction's county duster, the 
relationships among the six race/iage case rates (devdpped using the qise*Ievd data) were psvalleled 
in the aggregate sbtistic For example, to disaggregate the sin^ court-level statistic from a couni^ in 
CIuster2 witii an upper age of jurisdiction of 15, the Ouster 2 white and nonwhite case rates for iO* 
through 15-year-plds (115 and 3L6 from Table A-3y were applied to the pc^ation at ride figures for 
that county. If this county reported tiiat it handled 300 petitioned delinquent cases and had a youth 
population at r^ containing U,000 white youth ages 10 through 15 and 6,000 nonwhite yoiith in the 
same age group, one would estimate that there were 138 cases (42%) involving ^te youth ages 10 
through 15 and 189.6 cases (58%) involving nonmhite youtti in the same age group [Le., (1L5 x 
12,pOO)/i;600 = 138 and (3L6x ^000)71,000^ 189^ By ^^pl^ these percentages to the reported 
aggregate statistic of 300 cases, it would be estimated that this jurisdiction handled 126 white youth 
and 174 nonWhite yoiith age 15 or younger in 1985. In this.way, case counts for the six race/age 
groups were devdoped from the aggregate case counts from each jurisdiction reporting only 
aggprejate court-level stattetics. 

These disaggregated counts were added to those devdoped from the case-level data to 
produce an e^ate of the number of petitioned delinqueiky cases handled involving each of the sjx 
race/age groups in each of the four county dusters by ail jurisdictions reporting compatible data. The 
populatipii at risk figures for the entire sample were also complied. Together, the case counts and 
the population at risk figures generated a set of overall sample case rates for each of the six race/age 
groups within each of the four county clusters. 

National estimates of the number of petitioned delinquency cases involving each race/age 
group .within each cluster were then calculated by multiplying each of the sample's six race/age group 
case rates (from Table A-4) ^thin each county duster by the corre^nding youth population at risk 
for all (reporting and nonreporting) counties in the cluster (Table A-5). 

With national estimates of the total number of cases processed involving each race/age group 
in each county cluster, the next step was to generate estimates of their case characteristics. This was 
accomplished by weighting the individual case-level records found in the national case-Ic/el data base. 
For example, it was estimated that courts in County Qiisler 4 processed a total of 20»200 petitioned 
delinquency cases involving white youth age 16 (Table A*5). The national case-level data base 
contained a total of 13,729 case records from counties in Cluster 4 involving;Arhite youth age 16 
(Table A-3). Consequentty, each of these case records was weighted by a factor of 1.47 (i.e.» 
20,200/13,729) for alt national estimate analyses. . 
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Table A*3 

Petitioned Delinquent Cases by Qmnty Ouster, Race and Age Group 
Sample Ca$e*LeveI Data 

^ Youth Population at Risk 









Hn thousands') . 


- ■ 








White 






Nbnwhite 




Countv Ouster 


10-lS 


1^ 


12 


10-15 


1^ 


XL 


1 


1^03 


238 


205 


250 


41 


39 


2 


1,851 


264 


242 


252 


38 


37 


3 


2342 


349 


333 


646 


93 


86 


4 


im 


2^ 


m. 


m. 


108 


104 


Total 


7,981 


1205 


1,114 


2,000 


281 


265 








ReDorted Cases 


- 






- - 


White 






Nbnwhite 




Countv Ouster 




Ifi 


m 


<M 


m 


>16 


1 


14,899 


7345 


7,843 


3,903 


1,660 


1,906 


2 


21342 


9,145 


10236 


7,958 


2,999 


3216 


3 


33,936 


14,843 


17,869 


21274 


8346 


8,819 


4 




13.729 


15,49$ 


21,933 


9,437 


10512 


Total 


97,454 


45,062 


51,446 


55,068 


22,442 


24,453 








Case Rates - 










White 






Nonwhite 




Couhtv Ouster 


10-15 




17 


10-15 




12 


1 


95 


30.8 


383 


15.6 


40.1 


48.7 


2 


115 


34.7 


423 


31.6 


78.4 


86.7 


3 


145 


425 


53.6 


329 


893 


1029 


4 


11.9 


38.8 


46.4 


25.7 


87.6 


1015 


Total 


122 


37.4 


462 


275 


79.9 


921 



Note: Detail may not add to total because of rounding. 
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Table A-4 








Petitioned Delinquenqr Cases by CounO^ Ouster, Race arid Age Group 






Sample Case-Level Data and Court-Level Statistics 










Youth Population at Risk 












(In thousands') 










White 






Nonwhite 




Countv Ouster 


10-15 


16 


12 


10-15 


16 


17 
1 / 


1 


1,989 


317 


230 


302 


51 


41 


2 


2,208 


327 


251 


311 


48 


38 


3 


2,597 


393 


341 


731 


109 


94 


4 


3.015 


482 


224 


1.169 


1^ 


104 


Total 


9,809 


1,519 


1,157 


2,513 


368 


276 








Reported Cases 










White 






Nonwhite . 




Countv Ouster 


<lfi 




>M 


<2^ 




>2& 


1 


17,985 


8,841 


9,013 


4,296 


1,825 


1,980 


2 


23,439 


10,256 


10,764 


8,561 


3,242 


3,253 


3 


35,689 


15,760 


18367 


24,132 


9,759 


9,619 


4 


32,262 


16,660 


15,498 


27,619 


12,603 


10,512 


Total 


109375 


51,517 


53,642 


,64,608 


27,429 


25364 








-Case Rates 










White 






Nonwhite 




Countv Ouster 


10-15 




12 


10-15 




17 


1 


9.0 


273 


39.1 


14.2 


35.7 


48.7 


2 


i6j6 


31.4 


429 


27.6 


67.6 


85.1 


3 


13.7 


40.1 


53.8 


33:o 


89.4 




4 


10.7 


34i 


46.4 


23.6 


79.1 


1015 


Total 


11.2 


335 


46.4 


25.7 


74.6 


91.9 


Note: Detail may not add to total because of rounding. 
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Table A*5 

Petitioned Delinquenqr Cases by County Ouster, Race and Age Group 

Natlmal Estimates 



Youth Population at Risk 
fin thousands^ 







White 






iNonwnuc 




Countv Ouster 


10-15 


1^ 


ii 


10-15 




12 


1 


4^77 


724 


515 


716 


111 


66 


2 


4,484 


701 


474 


757 


111 


61 


3 


436 


676 


493 


1,102 


164 


123 


4 


3.66S 


584 


2S2 


1375 


190 


m 


Total 


16,942 


2,685 


1.864 


3,951 


576 


366 








Estimated Cases - 


- - 


-- 






. White 






Nonwhite 




Countv Ouster 


<M 


Ifi 


>M 


" <M 


Ifi 


>1& 


1 


41,400 


20,200 


20,100 


10,100 


3,900 


3^00 


2 


47,600 


22,000 


20300 


20,900 


7,500 


5,200 


3 


57,900: 


27,100 


26,600 


36,400 


14,600 


12.600 


4 


39,200 


20,200 


.17,700 


32,500 


15.100 


11,800 


Total 


186,100 


89,500 


84,700 


99,900 


41,100 


32.800 








Case Weiehts 










: White 






Nonwhite 




Countv Cluster 


IMS 


m 


IZ 


10-15 




12 


1 


Z78 


275 


157 


2.60 


237 


1.66 


2 


Z23 


2.40 


1.99 


2.62 


2.50 


1.62 


3 


1.71 


1.83 


1.49 


1.71 


1.75 


1.43 


4 


1.44 


1.47 


1.14 


1.48 


1.60 


1.12 



Note: Detail niay not add to total because of rounding. 
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Table A-6 



Petitioned Status.OfTense Cases by County Guster^ Race and Ajge Group 
Sample Case*Level Data 



Youth Population at Risk 
fin thousands) 







-Wniie 






iNonwniic 




County Ouster 


10-15 


1^ 


12 


10-15 


16 


12 


1 


1,497 


238 


204 


248 


41 


39 


2 


1,747 


246 


225 


232 


35 


34 


3 


2,023 


293 


279 


580 


o3 


75 


4 


2,248 


247 


227 


m 


101 


97 


Total 


7,515 


1,124 


1,035 


1,874 


260 


245 








Reported Cases . 










wniic 






iNonwiiue 




V»UUI11V V^IUolCl 


^'P 


iS 


m 


<16 


iS. 




1 


4,619 


2,094 


2,064 


688 


210 


146 


2 


5,058 


1,281 


1,215 


663 


113 


91 


3 


7,748 


2,277 


2,064 


2,186 


349 


168 


4 


4,580 


879 


480 


2,306 


263 


135 


Total 


22,005 


6,531 


5,823 


5,843 


935 


540 








Case Rates 










White 






Nohwhite 




Gountv Gluster 


10-15 


16 


17 


10-15 


16 


12 


1 


3:i 


8.8 


10.1 


2.8 


5.1 


3.8 


2 


2.9 


52 


5.4 


2.9 


32 


2.7 


3 


3i 


7.8 


7.4 


3.8 


4.2 


2.2 


4 


2.0 


25 


1.5 


2.8 - 


2.6 


1.4 


Total 


2.9 


5.8 


5.6 


3.1 


3.6 


2.2 



Note: Detail may not add to total because of rounding. 
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Table A-7 








Petitioned Status OfTehse Cases by County Ouster, Race and Age Group 






Sample Case-Level Data and Court-Level Statistics 












Youth Population at Risk 












HnthousandsV 










White 






Nonwhite 




Countv atister 


10-15 


m 


12 


10-15 




17 


1 


1,983 


316 


230 


301 


51 


40 


2 


2.105 


309 


234 


291 


45 


35 


3 


2^78 


337 


,287 


665 


98 


83 


4 


2,977 


476 


327 


1,130 


152 


97 , 


Total 


9343 


■1,438 


1,078 


2387 


346 










- Reported Cases 










White! 






Nonwhite 




Cotiritv Cluster 


<16 




>M 


<16 


16 


>16 


1 


5377 


2325 


2374 


739 


220 


149 


2 


5384 


1,448 


1,282 


716 


I2O 


91 


3 


8,212 


2,443 


2,133 


2313 


416 


184 


4 


5.432 


1,070 


4§Q 


2,933 


357 


135 : 


Total 


24,805 


7,486 


6,269 


6,901 


1,113 


559 : 








Casel^ates 










: White 






Nonwhite 




CouhtvOuster 


10-15 


16 


12 


10-15 


Ifi 


12 


1 


2A 


8:o 


-103 


23 


43 


3.7 


_ 2 


2.7 


4.7 


53 


23 


2.7 


2.6 


3 


3.6 


72 


7.4 - 


3.8 


- 4.2 


2l 


4 


1.8 


22 


1.5 


2.6 


23 


1.4 


Total 


2.7 


52 


5.8 


2.9 


3.2 


2.2 


Note: Detail may not add to total because of rounding. 
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table A-8 








Petitioned Status OfTense Cases by County CIuster/Race and Age Groiip 








National Estimates 














Youth Population at Risk 












Cin thousands') 










White 






Nonwhite . 




Countv Cluster 


10-15 


1^ 


12 


10-15 


m 


12 


1 

X 




724 


515 


716 


111 


66 


2 


4 4A4 


701 


474 


757 


111 
ill 


61 


3 


4,216 


676 


493 


1,102 


164 


123 


4 


3,^65 


584 


382 


1275 


190 


116 


Total 


16942 


2,685 


1,864 


3,951 


«/ /u 


366, 








Estimated Gases 










White 






Nonwhite 




Countv Cluster 


<16 




>M 


<16 




>16 


1 


12 900 


5,800 


5300 


1,700 


4flfl 

H\J\J 


200 


2 


11 900 


3300 


2,600 


1,900 


'^00 


100 


3 


15;200 


4,900 


3,700 , 


4,200 


700 


300 


4 


6,700 


1,300 


m 


3,600 


400 


200 


Total 


46,700 


15300 


12,200 


11300 


1,800 


800 








Case Weights 










- White 






Nonwhite 




Countv Cluster 


10-15 


16 


17 


10-15 


m 


12 


L 


2.79 


2.76 


2.58 


2.47 


1.96 


1.32 


2 


2.35 


2.56 


2.14 


2.80 


2.51 


1.59 


3 


1.96 


2.15 


1.78 


1.90 


1.98 


1.62 


. 4 


1.46 


1.49 


1.17 


1.55 


1.70 


1.21 


Note: Detail may not add to total because of rounding. 
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National estimates of each case characteristic could not be based on all case records in the 
sample. Some data sets did not record the information heeded to produce a complete standardized 
record in the national reporting format. Table A-9 indicates the standardized data that were 
available from each jurisdiction's data set and^ therefore, the sample upon which the various case 
characteristic estimates were based. When an^yses involved missinr data within the sample, national 
estimates were constructed by, once again, assuming that missing dat were similar in structure to 
that of the nonmissing data Consequently, missing data were spread er the cells in the 
crosstabulation tables in direct proportion to cell percentages of the corresponding row or column 
within which the missing data case fell. For ex^ple, if adjudication inforination was missing for 
cases from one jurisdiction involving 16-year-oId faiales petitioned to court for property offenses, then 
the proportion of these cases that were adjudicated was estimated to be the same as the adjudication 
profile of cases with similar age/sex/oftense characteristics. 

VAUDITY OF NATIONAL ESTIMATES 

The national estimates found in this report will always be open to criticism because theyjvere 
not generated by a probability sample. However, the accuracy of such estimates can be tested by 
comparing them to those from other independent sources. The FBFs Crime in the United States 1985 
and this report both provide a measure of the number of cases referred to juvenile courts by law 
enforcement agencies. However, the two reports look at this aspect of juvenile court processing from 
somewhat different points of view. 

The FBI data report the number of arrests that were referred to juvenile courts in 1985, 
while this report presents ah estimate of the number of fbnhally processed cases disposed in 198S 
that were referred bylaw enforcement agehcies. One difference is the unit of count, arrests versus 
fef^^rraJs. A referral to juvenile court may .encompass more than one arrest. Past research has shown 
that pvier SO percent of court referrals involve only one offense and, therefore^ only bhe arrest. In 
additioh, it is likely that a high percentage of the multiple offense cases also were the result of a single 
arrest. Therefore, it is likely that only a sm^I percent^e of juvenile court cases involve more than 
one arrest. A second difference is. the point in the processing of a case where the counting occurred; 
the police data focus on when the youth is referred to cjourt, while the court data cpuht a case when it 
is disposed, if it is assumed that the flow of cases remained reasonably cohstant over the time frame, 
this difference should have a minimi effect on the anhual estimates. If, however, case rates varied 
over time, the difference between the estimates should decline as the comparison period increases. A 
third difference is that estimates found in this report are not estimates of M cases referred to court 
by law enforcement agencies, but only estimates of those cases which were formally handled. To 
enable the comparison of the two reporting series, a special analysis was performed on the 198S 
juvenile court data to develop an estimate of the hiimber of nonpetitioned (informally) handled cases 
that were referred to court by law enforcement agencies. This procedure used the same methods 
described in the development of the national estimates of formally processed cases and applied these 
methods to the set of nationally formatted nonpetitioned case records and the aggregate court-level 
statistics. 

. The 1985 estimates derived from the FBI and the court data differed by less than 3 percent. 
Over the four year period from 1982 through 1985 the sum of the annual estimates differed by less 
than one-half of one.percent. Admittedly, this comparison focuses on only one aspect of the 
information found in this repoh, but the finding supports the validity of both series. In addition, the 
fact that this is the only point of contact between the information presented in the Juvenile Court 
Statistics series and other national reporting programs attests to the unique contribution of this work 
to the juvenile justice community. 
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Table A-9 



Content of Case-Levsl Data Sources, 1985 



Case Characteristic 


Percent of 
Estimation 
SaniDie 
















Data Sources 
















. Age at referral 


100 


AL 


AZ 


CA 


CT 


Ft HI lA 


MD 


MN 


MS Mb NE 


NJ 


NY 


ND OH PA 


SD 


TN 


UT 


VA 


WI 


Sex 


100 


AL 


AZ 


CA 


CT 


FL HI IA 


MD 


MN 


MS MO NE 


NJ 


NY 


ND OH PA 


SD 


TN 


UT 


VA 


m 


Race 


89 


AL 


AZ 


CA 


GT 


FL HI lA 


MD 


MN 


MS MO NE 


NJ 




ND OH PA 


SD 


TN 


UT 


VA 


m 


. Source of referral 


77 


AL 


AZ 


CA 


CT 


HI lA 


MD 


MN 


MS MO NE 




NY 


ND OH PA 








VA 




Reason for referral 


100 


AL 


AZ 


CA 


CT 


FL HI lA 


MD 


MN 


MS MO NE 


NJ 


NY 


ND'OH PA 


SD 


TN 


UT 


VA 


m 


^Secure detention 


84 


AL 


AZ 


CA 




FL I/i 






MS MO NE 


NJ 


NY 


ND OH PA 


SD 


TN 




VA 




: Adjudication 


78 


AL 


AZ 


CA 


CT 


PL HI 




MN 




NJ 




ND PA 




TN 




VA 




I Disposition 


100 


AL 


AZ 


CA 


CT 


FL HI IA 


MD 


MN 


MS MO NE 


NJ 


-NY 


ND OH PA 


SD 


TN 


UT 


VA 


m 



AL- Alabama 

AZ • Maricopa Co., Arizona 

CA- California 

GT- Connecticut 

FL- Florida 

HI-Hawaii 

lA - Iowa 

MD- Maryland 



MN T Minnesota PA • Pennsylvania 

MS - Mississippi SD • South Dakota 

MO - Missouri TN - Davidson, Hamilton & Shelby Co., , 

HE - Nebraska Tennessee. 

NJ - New Jersey UT-Utah 

NY • New York VA - Virginia 

ND - North Dakota WI - Wisconsin 

OH - Cuyahoga Co., Ohio 
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APPENDIX B 



GLOSSARV OF TERMS 
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS 



ADJUDICATED: Judicially determined to be a delinquent or status offender. 

CASE RATE: The number of cases disposed per 1,000 youth at risk. See Youth Population at Risk. 

DELINC UENCY: Acts or conduct in violation of criminal law. See Reason for Referral. 

DELINQUENCY CHILD POPULATION: The number of children from age 10 through the upper 
age of jurisdiction. See Upper Age of Jurisdiction dXiA Youth Population at Risk. 

DELINQUENT ACT: An act committed by a juvenile for which an adult could be prosecuted in a. 
criminal court, but when committed by a juvenile is within the jurisdiction of the juvenile court. 
Delinquent acts include crimes against persons, crimes against property^ drug offenses, and crimes against 
public order, as deHned under Reason for Referral, when such acts are committed by j»:^eniies. 

DEPENDENCY CASE: Those cases covering neglect or inadequate care on the part of the parents or 
guardians such as lack of adequate cafe or support resulting from death, absence, or physical or 
mental incapacity of the parents; abandonment or desertion; abuse or cruel treatment; and improper 
or inadequate conditions in the home. 

DEPENDENCY CHILD POPULATION: The number of children at or below the upper, age of 
jurisdiction^ See Upper Age of Jurisdiction and Youth Population at Risk. 

DISPOSITION: Definite action taken or a treatment plan decided upon or initiated regarding a 
particular case. Case dispositions are coded into the following categories: 

Transfer to Criminal CourtAVatve • Cases which were waived or transferred to a criminal 
court as the result of a waiver or transfer hearing. 

Release • Cases dismissed (including those warned, counselled, a^.d released) with no further 
disposition anticipated. 

Probation • Cases in.which youth were placed on informal/voluntary or formal/court* 
ordered probation or supervision. 

Placement • Cases in which youth were placed out of the home in a residential facility 
housing delinquent or status offenders or were otherwise removed from their home. 

Other * A variety of miscellaneous dispositions not included above. This category includes 
such dispositions as fines, restitution, and community service, referrals outside the court for 
services with minimal or no further court involvement anticipated and those dispositions 
coded as Other in the original data. 

FORMAL HANDLING: See Manner of Handling. 

INFORMAL HANDLING: See Manner of Handling. 

JUVENILE COURT: Any court which has jurisdiction over matters involving juveniles. 



119 



135 



^MANNER OF HANDLING: A gential classification of case processing within the court system. 
Petitioned (formally handled) cases are those that appear on the official court calendar for 
adjudication by the judge or referee as a result of the filing ofa petition^ affidavit^ or other legal 
instrument used to initiate court action. Nonpetitioned (informally handled) cases are those cases 
which duly authorized court personnel screen for adjustment prior to the filing of a formal petition or 
afndavit. Such personnel include judges^ referees, probation officers, other officers of the court 
and/or an agency statutorily designated to conduct petition screening for the juvenile court. The 
nonpetitipri cat jgory includes cases which were petitioned, but the petition was dropped or 
withdrawn prior to scheduling a formal hearing. 

PETITION: A document filed in juvenile court alleging that a juvenile is a delinquent, a status 
offender, or dependent and asking that the court assume jurisdiction over the juvenile or asking that 
an alleged delinquent be transferred to criminal court for prosecution as an adult. 

RACE: The race of the youth referred as determined by the youth or by court personnel. 

NOTE: Cbdjng of race and ethnicity is based upon QMB Revised Exhibit F, Circular No. A-46, Race 
and Ethnic Standards for Federal Statistics and Administrative Reporting.. That exhibit provides 
standard classifications for recordkeeping, collection, and presentation of data on race and ethnicity 
in Federal program administrative reporting and statistical activities. These classifications should not 
be interpreted as being scientific or anthropological in nature. They were developed in response to 
needs expressed by both the executive branch and the Congress to provide for Jhc collection and use 
of compatible, rionduplicated, exchangeable racial and ethnic data by Federal agencies. 

White • A person having origins in any of the original peoples of Europe, North Africa, or 
the Middle East. (In both the population and court data, nearly M Hispanics were included 
in the white racial category.) 

Black * A person having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa. 

Other • A person having origins in any of the original peoples of North America, the Far 
East, Southeast Asia, the Indian Subcontinent, or the Pacific Islands. 

Nonwhite * Includes black and other racial categories. 

REASON FOR REFERRAL: The most serious offense for which the youth was referred to court 
intake. Attempts to commit an offense were included under that offense except attempted murder, 
which was included in the aggravated assaylt category. 

Crimes Against Persons • This category includes criminal homicide Jorcibk rape, robbery, 
aggravated assault, simple assault, and other person offenses as defined below. 

1. Criminal Homicide • Cau.sing the death of another person without legal justification 
or excuse. Criminal homicide is a summary category, not a single codified offense. 
The term, in law, embraces all homicides where the perpetrator intentionally killed 
someone without legal justification, or accidentally killed someone as a consequence 
of reckless or grossly negligent. conduct. It includes all conduct encompassed by the 
terms murder, nonnegligent (voluntary) manslaughter, negligent (involuntary) 
manslaughter, and vehicular manslaughter. The term is broader than the Index 
Crime category used in the FBI Uniform Crime Reports in which murder and 
nonnegligent manslaughter does not include negligent manslaughter or vehicular 
manslaughter 
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2. Forcible Rape - Sexual intercourse or attempted sexual intercourse with a female 
against her will by force or threat of force. The term is used in the same sense as in 
the UCR Crime-Index; (Some states have enacted gender neutral rape or sexual 
assault statutes which prohibit forced sexual penetration of either sex. Data 
reported by such states does not distinguish between forcible rape of females as 
defined above and other sexual assaults.) 

.3: Robbery • Unlawful taking or attempted taking of property that is in the immediate 
possession of another by force or the threat of force. The term is used in the same 
sense as in the UCR Crime Index and includes forcible pursesnatching. 

4. Assault - Unlavyfiil intentional inflicting, or attempted or threatened inflicting, of 
injury upon the person of another. 

a. Aggravated Assault • Unlawftil imentibnal inflicting of serious bodily injury, 
of unlawful threat.or attempt to inflict bodily injury or death by means of a 
deadly or dangerous weapon with or without actuaJ infliction of any injury. 
The term is used in the same sense as in the UCR Crime Index.. It includes 
conduct included under the statutory names aggravated assault and battery, 
aggravated battery y assault with intent to kill, assault with intent to commit 
murder or rhanslaughter, atrocious assault, attempted murder Jelonious 
assault, and assault with a deadly weapon, 

b. Simple Assault - Unlawful intentional inflicting, or attempted or threatened 
inflicting, of less than serious bodily injury without a deadly or dangerous 
weapon. The term is used in the same sense as in UCR reporting. Simple 
assault is often not distinctly named in statutes since it consists of all 
assaults not explicitly named and defined as serious. 



5. Oth'jr Offenses Against Persons - This category includes kidnapping, custody 
interference, unlawfiil restraint, false imprisonment, reckless endahgerment, 
harassment, etc., and attempts to commit any such acts. 

Crimes Against Property - This category includes to^ta/y, larceny, rhotor vehicle theft, arson, 
varidalism, stolen property offenses, trespassing, and other property offenses as defined below. 

L Burglary - Unlawful entry or attempted entry of any fixed structure, vehicle or vessel 
used for regular residence, industry, or business, with or without force, with intent to 
commit a felony or larceny. The terni is used in the same sense as in the UCR 
•Crime Index. 

2. Larceny - Unlawful taking or attempted taking of property (other than a motor 
vehicle) from the possession of another, by stealth, without force and without deceit, 
with intent to permanently deprive.the owner of the property. This term is used in 
the same sense as iii the UCR Crime Index. It includes shoplifting and 
pursesnatching without force. 

3. Motor Vehicle Theft - Unlawful taking, or attempted taking, of a self-propelled road 
vehicle owned by another, with the intent to deprive him.of it permanently or 
temporarily. The term is used in the same sense as in the UCR Crime Index. It 
includes Joyriding ov unauthorized use of a motor vehicle as well as grand theft auto. 
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4* Arson - Intentional damaging or destruction by means of 6re or explosion of the 
property of another without his consent* or of any property with intent to defraud* 
or attempting the above acts. 

5* Vandalism - Destroying or damaging, or attempting to destroy or damage, the 
property of another without his consent, or public property, except by burning. 

6. Stolen Proper^ Offenses - Unlawfully and knowingly receiving, bi^ng, or 
possessing stolen property, or attempting any of the above. The term is used in the 
same sense as the UCR category 5rofe/i property; bi^ng, receiving, possessing. 

7. Trespassing - Unlawful entry or attempted entiy of the property of another with the 
intent to commit a misdemeanor, other than larceny, or without intent to commit a 
crime. 

8. Other Property Oflenses - This category includes extortion and all fraud offenses, 
such as forgery, counterfeiting, embezzlement, check or credit card fraud, and 
attempts to commit any such offenses. 

Drug Law Violations - Unlawftil sale, purchase, distribution, manufacture, cultivation, 
transport, possession, or use of a controlled or prohibited substance or drug, or drug 
paraphernalia, or attempt to commit these acts. SnifRng of glue, paint, gasoline and other 
inhalants and possession of paraphernalia are also included; hence, the term is bfoader than 
the UCR category drug abuse violations. 

Offenses Against Public Order - This category includes weapons offenses; sex offenses other 
than forcible rape; drunkenness; disorderly conduct; contempt^ probation and parole violations; 
and other offenses against public order as defined below. 

1. Weapons Offenses • Unlawful sale^ distribution, manufacture, alteration, 
transportation, possession, or use of a deadly or dangerous weapon, or accessory, or 
attempt to commit any of these acts. The term is used in the same sense as the 
UCR category weapons; carrying, possessing etc, 

2. Sex Offenses • All offens*^ having a sexual element, except forcible rape. The term 
combines the meaning o. UCR categories prostitution and commercialized vice 
and sex offenses. It includes all other offenses such 2S statutory rape^ indecent 
exposure, sodomy, prostitution, solicitation, pimping, child molesting, lewdness, 
fornication, incest, adultery, etc. 

3. Liquor law violations, not status - Being in a public place while intoxicated through 
consumption of alcohol, or intake of a controlled substance or drug. It includes 
public intoxication, drunkenness and other liquor law violations. It does not include 
driving under the influence. The term is used in the same sense as the UCR 
category of the same name. (Some states treat public drunkenness of juveniles as a 
status offense, rather than delinquency; hence, some of these offenses may appear 
under the status offense code statul ' juor law violations. Where a person who is 
publicly intoxicated performs acts wnich cause a disturbance, he or siie may be 
charged >yith disorderly conduct.) 
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4* Disorderiy Cbndiict • Unlawful intemipdon of the peace, quiet, or order of a 
conununity, including offenses called disturbing the peace, vagrancy, loitering, 
unlawful assembly^ and riot. 

5. Obstniction of Justice • This category includes intentionally obstructing a court (or 
law enforcement) in the administration of justice, acting in a way calculated to lessen 
the authority or dignity of the court, fsiiling to obey the lawfiil order of a court, and 
violations of probation or parole other than technical violations which dp not consbt 
of the commission of a crime or are not prosecuted as such. It includes contempt, 
perjury, obstructing justice, bribing witnesses, failure to report a crime, nonviolent 
resisting arrest, etc - 

6. Other Offenses Against Public Order * This category includes other offenses against 
goyerhment administration or regulation, e.g. escape from confinement, bribery, 
gamblittg,fish and game violations, hitchhiking, health violations, false fire alarms, 
irrunigration violations, etc 

Other Ddinquent Acts - This category includes those offenses which contmn a combination 
of person, property, drug and/or public order offenses or those offense coded as other in the 
original data 

Status Offenses - Acts or conduct which are offenses only when committed or engaged in by 
a juvenile, and which can be adjudicated only by a juvenile court Although state statutes 
defining status offenses yaiy (and some states rmy classify cases involving these offenses as 
dependency cases), for the purposes of this report the following types of offenses were 
classified by NJCDA as status offenses: 

L Running Away • Ijeaying the custody and home of parents, guardians, or custodians 
without permission and fouling to return within a reasonable length of time, in 
violation of a statute regulating the conduct of youth. 

2. Tnian<7 * Violation of a compulsory school attendance law. 

3; Ungovernability - Being beyond the control of parents, guardians, or custodians, or 
disobedient of parental authority, referred to in various juvenile codes as unruly, 
unrhqhageabie, incorrigible, etc 

4. Status LiquorLaw Violations - Violation of laws regulating the possession, purchase 
or consumption of liquor by minors. (Some states treat public drunkenness of 
juveniles as a status offense, rather than delinquency; hence, sonte of these offenses 
may ^pear under this status offense code.) 

5. Other Status Offenses - This category includes both a variety of miscellaneous 
status offenses not included above (e.g., curfew violation), those offenses coded as 
Other in the original data or those codes which combined individual offense 
categories such as Truant from Hortie or School. 

Dependent Offenses • Those actions which come to the attention of a juvenile court 
involving neglect or inadequate care on the part of the parents or guardians, such as lack of 
adequate care or support resulting from death, absence, or physical or mental incapacity of 
the parents; abandonment or desertion; abuse or crud treatment; and improper or 
inadequate conditions in the home. 
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In the Data Brie& chapter, offenses are also grouped into categories commonly used in the FBI 
Unifofm Crime Reports (UCR). These grouping^ 

Index Violent Offenses - The offenses of murder/nonnegligent manslaughter, forcible rape, 
robbeiy, and aggravated assault 

Index Property Offenses - The offenses of burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft, and 
arson. 

Nonindex Dellnquenqr Offenses ^ In the FBI U^R, nonindcx offenses include all offenses 
not contained within the two Crime Index categories above. However, for this work status 
offenses are reported in their own category and are not included within the report's 
c< nonindex crime category. 

SECURE DETENTION: This variable indicates whether a youth was placed in a restrictive facility 
between referral.to court intake and case di^sition. 

SOURCE OF REFERRAL: The agency or individual fBing a complaint.with intake (which initiates 
court processing). 

Law Enforcemeht Agency - Includes metropolitan police, state police, park police, sheriffs, 
constables, police assigned to the juvenile court for ^cial dut^vand all others petforming a 
police hinction with the exception of probation i;f%:ers and officers of the coiirt 

Other - Includes the youth's own parents, foster parents; adoptive parents, stepparents, 
grandparents, aunts, uncles, other legal guardians, counselors, teachers, pritkipalr.; 
V* attendance officers, social agencies, district attorneys, probation pffiobrs, victims, other 

K . private cit^ns and a variety of miscellsuiepiis sources pf refeiTal, which are often only 

defined by the code o/Ae^^ 

STATUS OFFENSE: Behavior which is considered an offense only when committed by a juvenile 
(for example, running away from home); See i^ason for Referral. 

UNIT OF COUNT: iliroiighout ;his report the unit of count is a case disposed by a court with 
juvenile jurisdiction during the year 1985. Each case represents a youth referred to the juvenile court 
during f he year for a new rcferr^ for one or more of the reasons described in tlie Reason for 
Referral variable. Ihe term disposed means that some definite action was taken or some treatment 
; plan was decided upon or initiated. Within this definition it is possible for a youth to be involved in 

more than one case witiun the calendar year. 

UPPER AGE OF JURISDICTION: The oldest age at which a juvenile court has original jurisdiction 
over an individual for law-violating behavior. In 1985 in three states (Connecticut, New York, and 
North Qirclina) the upper age of jurisdiction was 15, in eight states (Georgia, Illinois, Louisiana, 
Massachusetts, Michig. ^n, Missouri, South Carolina, ahd Texas) the upper age of jurisdiction was 16, 
in Wyoming it "^as 18^ and in the remaining 38 states and the District of Columbia the upper age of 
jurisdiction wasi7. 

VOUTII POPUr ATION AT RISK: For delinquency and status offense matters this is the number of 
^ children from age 10 through the upper age of jurisdiction. For dependency matters this is the 

; number of children at or below the upper age of court jurisdiction. In all states the upper age of 

jurisdiction is defined by statute. In most states individuals are considered adults when they reach 
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their 18th birthday. Therefore* for these states^ the delinquency and status offense youth populatio] 
at risk would equal the number of children who are 10 through 17 years of age living within the 
geographical area serviced by the court. See Upper Age of Jurisdiction. 
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APPENDIX C 
REPORTED CASES IN CALENDAR YEAR 1985 
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REPORTED CASES IN CALENDAR YEAR 1985 



This ^pendix presents information on the courts' petitioned and noi^titioned 
delinquency/status and dependency caseloads for the year. It also presents the total population of the 
reporting jurisdiction, its delinquency population at risk (10 through the upper age of jurisdiction) 
and its dependency population at ri^ (0 through the upper age of jud^iction). Case rates (the 
number of cases per 1,000 youth at risk) are presented for both delinquency and dependency 
populations for the state (or jurisdiction). 

The units of count for the court statistics vary across jurisdictions. While maiy states 
reported their data using case disposed as the unit of couiit, there were others which reported cases 
filed, children disposed, petitions filed, hearings, juvenile arraignments, and charges. The unit(s) of 
count are identified in the footnotes for each data set The unit of count for each source should be 
reviewed before any attempt is made to compare statistics either across or within data sets. 

The figures within a column relate only to the specific case type. However, some 
jurisdictions were unableio provide statistics which distinguish delinquency/status cases from 
dqpehdency matters or at times even from other activities of the courts. Such information is 
presented in the appendix in a column labeled All Reported Cases. By its nature, this column 
contains a heterogeneous mixture of units of count and case types. These variations are identified in 
the.f6ptnotes associated with each data presentation. In addition, due to the nature of these data, 
case rates are hot calculated for the All Reported Cases column. 

It should also be noted that while the majority of the data presented in the z^pendix are for 
calendar year 1985, there are several reporting jurisdictions that were not able to aggregate data for 
this time frame. Iii those instances, the data covered fiscal year 1985. Ilie period of coverage is 
indicated in the footnotes and should be considered when attempting to make comparisons between 
data sets. 



129 143 



JUVEMHE COtJRT CASES DISPOSED &r RB?0RTIK6 COUNTIES IN 1985 {1} 



Reporting Coo^y £2] 



1985 1985 
Delliiquency: Dependency 
Child Child 



DEIilNQTONCir/STArUS =^ DEPENDENCE 



1S85 

Total Child Child Noii Non 

Population Potation Population Petitioned Petitioned Total Petitioned Petitioned Total 




o 



BALDfON 


90000 


11700 


25200 


160 


206 


366 


. 


6 


— — 


CftLBOON 


123600 


17300 


3470ji 


529 


239 


768 


; 


151 


« 


COI£ERX 


54800 


6600 


14300 


81 


155 


236: 





6 


„ 


COLUOM 


€5400 


8700 


17800 


221 


101 


322 


— - 


113 






53200 


8200 


16800 


333 


140 


473 





109 




DB lOJS 


53700 


7100 


-14800 


69 


44 


113. 


- 


— r 33 


^ 


STOfOH 


102300 


12900 


27400 


341 


162 


503 





75 





BOUSTOH 


79500 


10300 


22900 


180 


570 


750 


- 


3 





oicKsovr 


50600 


6700 


14200 


150 


250 


400 





83 





JEFfERS(^ 


675700 


77800 


174800 


2036 


770 


<2806 





1277 





XAUDERDAZ2 


83200 


10100 


21900 


202 


218 


420 





377 


- 


TJnr 


80400 


10900. 


21200 


266 


130 


396 




291 


— - 


IiZMBSTOVB 


50600 


6400 


13900 


55 


53 


108 




15 




lODISOk 


227900 


28100 . 


62200 


666 


173 


839 




151 






70800 


9500 


19100 


127 


168 


29f 




0 




HQBILE 


375000 


48900 


110600 


1991 


1941 


3932 




1009 




MCV^Y^OKERY 


213300 


26000 


60900 


898 


344 


1242 




--^ 658 






96700 


12100 


26700 


470 


112 


582 




0 






77800 


9500 


22400 


279 


58 


337 
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76100 


10900 


23100 


274 


253 


527 




214 




iOO^ 


139500 


18200 


37700 


584 


296 


880 




-~ 297 






67200 


8800 


18400 


234 


39 


273 




0 




5 'VfKSmall Cotmties 


1116700 


153500 


330500 


2621 


2603 


5224 




— - 1806 




T^, / TotSas/for 
^ .IU^>ozting Counties 


















4024000 


520400 


1131500 


12767 


9025 


21792 




6784 




Rates for 


















- Reporting Counties 








24.53 


17.34 


41^88 




— - 6.00 





State has 67 counties with 67 reporting petitioned delinquency/ status and 

State* has 67 counties vith 67 reporting total niunber of dependency cases. 

Upper age of juvenile^ court jurisdiction: 17 

jojisiav [4] 

JkMCHORAGE B0R0I7GH — ' — 

BARROIf — - 

BETBBL — - 

CORDOWl — 

DILLIKCHAM — 

FAIRBANKS — 

GLENALLEN — 

KBNAI 

KETCHIKAN - 

KODIAK — . — — 



67 reporting nonpetitioned delinquency/status data. 



298 
66 
102 
0 
1 

180 
3 
16 
70 
21 



(See footnotes following Appendix): 



JUVEMIIS COURT CASES DISPOSED BX REP0RTXK6 COUNTIES IN 1985 [1] 



1985 1985 
Delinquency Dependent 
Child Child 



"^QUENCY/ST&TUS 



DEPEHDENCY 



Repbxting County [2] 



1985 

Total Child Child < Non Non 

Population Population Population Petitioned Petitioned Total Petitioned Petitioned Total 




AUkSn [4] 
KOTZBBUB ^ 

HOMB^ -— -~ 
PiOif^ 

SEiORD — 

SITKA -~ 

TOk - — --- — 

UMWCASldl — ~ 

vjdimz — 

WRJINGEIi-PETERSBURG - — --r- --- --- 

Tot^s for 

'R^orting Courts 521600 60300 156200 — - 

Rates for 
Reporting Courts 

State' has 19 courts with 19 reporting information on juvenile matters* 
-tapper age of juvenile court jiirisdiction: 17 

ARIZOlOl [5] 



86 
57 
99 
6 
64 
4 
0 
3 
23 

1099 



APACHE 


57800 


9500 


24200 


65 


280 




2 








COCHISB 


93400 


12400 


27500 


237 


1028 




43 








COCONINO' 


84400 


12000 


26700 


633 


1081 




45 








MARICOPA [6] 


1819300 


210900 


461000 


5224 


13541 


18765 


555 








MOHAVE 


71600 


5000 


28300 


128 


572 




14 








NAVAJO 


70800 


11400 


27600 


271 


615 




25 








PIMA 


585200 


65300 


141300 


1693 


5234 




667 ^ 








PIMAIi 


98100 


12100 


32500 


405 


1051 




43 








YAVAPAI 


83400 


7900 


17400 


317 


798 




44 








TUMA 


100400 


12400 


31300 


419 


1241 




51 








4 Snail Counties 


94100 


13000 


31500 


608 


948 




27 








Totals for 






















Reporting Counties 


3158600 


371600 


849400 


10000 


26389 


18765 


1516 








Rates 'for 






















^porting Counties 








26.91 


71.01 


88.99 


1.78 









14 counties with 14 reporting petitioned delinquency/status and 14 reporting hohpetitioned delinquent/status data. 
14 coianties with 14 reporting petitioned dependency and' 0 reporting nonpetitioned dependency data. 



State has 
State has 

Up|>er age of juvenile court jurisdiction: 17 



ARKANSAS [7] 
BENTON 
CRAIGHEAD 
FAUIJCNER 
GARLAND 
OEFFERSON 



86900 
63200 
51500 
74600. 
90300 



9900 
8000 
7200 
7700 
11600 



22300 
16800 
14400 
16400 
26300 



157 
108- 

455 
365 



456 
86 

6 

66 
4 



613 
194 
1 

521 
369 



5 
80 
0 
2 

205 



2 


7 


1 


81 


0 


0 


1 


3 


0 


205 




<Se# footnotes following Appendix) 
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JUVENILE COtmi CASES DISPOSED BT REPORTING COUNTIES IN 1985 [1] 



^4" 

ERIC 



1985 
Total 



1985 1985 
Delinquency Dependency 



Child 



Child 



DELINQUENCY/STATUS 



Non 



DEPENDENCY 



Non 



Reporting County [2] Population Population Population Petitioned Petitioned Total Pe;itioned Petitioned Total 



All 
Reported 
Cases 



ARKANSAS [7] 
MISSISSIPPI 
PULASKI 
SALINE 
SEBASTIAN 
WASBXN6T0N 
WHITE 
60 Saall Counties 

Totals for 

Reporting Counties 

Rates for 

Reporting Counties 
State has 75 counties with 
Sta£e has 75 counties with 
Upper age of jtxvenile court jurisdiction 

CALIFORNIA [8] 



■ " ' " 

58800 


7700 


18500 


J ^ 

97 


203 


300 


1 


- . . ... 

0 


1 




353400 


40600 


96500 


420 


529 


949 


329 


30 


359 




56900 


7700 


16500 


2 


2 


4 


3 


0 


3 




98700 


11700 


26800 


153 


606 


759 


17 


0 


17 




105700 


12500 


26900 


154 


333 


487 


16 


0 


16 




52400 


7100 


14400 


50 


0 


50 


31 


0 


31 




1166100 


149100 


328300 


1894 


1225 


3119 


335 


62 


397 




2258600 


280900 


623900 


3856 


3510 


7366 


1024 


96 


1120 










13.73 


12.50 


26.22 


1.64 


0.15 


1.80 





71 reporting petitioned delinquencgf/ status and 71 reporting nonpetitionedvdelinquency/ status data. 
71 reporting petitioned dependency and 71 reporting nonpetitioned .a«pencaency data. 
17 



ALAMEDA 


1194600 


119700 


275700 


3688 


5116 


8804 


1049 






BUTTE 


162400 


17100 


37700 


384 


486 


870 


352 






CONTRA COSTA 


714600 


79700 


181100 


2312 


2984 


5296 


469 






EL DORADO 


103600 


11200 


24800 


195 


542 


737 


67 






nusNp 


577000 


68800 


166100 


2243 


5474 


7717 


504^ 






HUMBOLDT 


111700 


11600 


27000 


338 


402 


740 


114 






IMPERlAIi 


106000 


14700 


34600 


268 


638 


906 


149 






XERN 


479600 


56400 


144900 


2062 


1717 


3779 


938 






KINGS 


85000 


10600 


27200 


374 


1015 


1389 


159 






LOS ijIGELES [9]. 


8133600 


893000 


2107100 


20507 


10429 


30936 


5334 






MADERA 


74900 . 


10100 


23200 


414 


742 


1156 


84 






MARIN 


224000 


19800 


42300 


426 


442 


868 


144 






MENDOCINO 


73000 


7500 


18700 


350 


365 


715 


85 






MERCED 


158300 


20100 


52400 


577 


1594 


2171 


95 






MONTEREY 


329300 


36600 


87700 


1000 


1489 


2489 


197 






NAPA 


103300 


11000 


23300 


289 


69 


358 


82 






NEVADA 


67600 


7300 


16100 


i25 


294 


419 


45 






ORANGE 


2128800 


242100 


524000 


5568 


5707 


11275 


1137 






PLACER 


137900 


16700 


35900 


411 


948 


1359 


163 






RIVERSIDE 


818600 


87800 


216400 


2913 


3716 


6629 


1408 






SACRAMENTO 


890500 


95700 


226200 


3237 


3302 


6539 


1257 






SAN BERNARDINO 


1082300 


128500 


318000 


2591 


6712 


9303 


1219 






SAN DIEGO 


2134200 


229000 


517300 


3856 


5446 


9302 


1762 






SAN FRANCISCO 


726400 


48300 


105600 


1462 


3671 


5133 


590 






SAN JOAQUIN 


415600 


50900 


122300 


2459 


2989 


5448 


613 






SAN I»uis OBISPO 


187900 


19500 


41100 


382 


753 


1135 


121 







(See^ foot notes following Appendix) 



JUVEKXIiB COURT CASRS DISPOSED B7 REPORTING COONTIES IK 1985 [1] 



1985 1985 
1985 Delinquent Dependency 

Total Child Child 



DELIKQUENOT/SIilTUS 



Hon 



DEPEKDEKCr 



Hon 



Repo rtin g Cowpty [2] Population Population Population Petitioned Petitioned Total Petitioned Petitioned Total 
CALIFORNTA 




fi&N tnfEO 


Ct AO ft ft 


c»70ftft 


128100 


- 

1309 


924 


2233 


350 












04 Cftft 


*?C7A A 


951 


1855 


2806 


254 


** ~ ~ 




— r 




1 OQQCftft 


1 e coftft . 
JLdDoUU 


355100 


3526 


2637 


6163 


1139 








SAMTA CRUZ 


212200 


20500 


47400' 


697 


1224 


1921 










SHASXJl 


' 130600 


15700 


35100 


589 


636 


1225 


225 








SOUkMO 


274200 


31700 


79700 


1299 


552 


1851 


413 










333800 ' 


34800 


79800 


916 


1998 


2914 


177 








STAmSIAUS 


304700 


37400 


86400 


1313 


2009 


3322 


183 








SUTTER 


58200 


6900 


15400 


95 


413 


508 


49 








tulare' 


280400 


36000 


88000 


1448 


374 


1822 


474 








VENTURA 


600700 


' '73500 


172400 


1357 


3766 


5123 


805 








YOLO 


123800 


14600 


31600 


218 


644 


862 


161 








YUBA 


53800 


6300 


14900 


163 


i502 


665 


40 








19 Small Counties 


422700 


46500 


105900 


979 


2437 


3416 


517 








.^Totals for 






















Reporting Counties 


26359300 


,2886000 


6,713200 


73291 


87013 


160304 


23032 








Rates^'for 






















Reporting Counties 








25^40 


30.15 


55.55 


3;43 









State has 58 counties with 58 reporting petitionee! delinquency/status and 58 reporting, nohpet it ioned delinquency/status ciata. 
St»t« b»« 58 counties with 58 reporting petitioned dependency and 0 reporting nonpetitioned dependency data. 
Upper ag« of jxjveniie court jurisdiction: 17 

COLORADO £10] 



ADAMS 


276100 


34000 


77600 


566 — 


314 


ARAPAHOE 


372700 


44000 


102700 


316 


i43 


BOULDER 


212100 


22200 


49700 


543 --r 


--^ i32 


DENVER 


509300 


38600 


. 100400 


1722 — - 


1290 


EL PASO 


367200 


46200 


97000 


572 r-- 


— - 588 


JEFFERSON 


'418300 


51000 


•114300 


536 


--- 221 


LARIMER 


170600 


19600 


42700 


241 


107 


MESA 


90900 


10300 


25000^ 


187 -T- 


55 


PUEBLO 


.126200 


16000 


34900 


473 --r 


— - 83 


WELD 


134200 


16200 


39000 


499 


69 


53 Small Counties 


552900 


65400 


152500 


813 


503 


Totals for 










.Reporting Counties 


3230400 


363700 


835700 


6468 


3505 



Rates for 
Report ing. Count ie s 



4.19' 



17.79 

S€ate has .63 (iounties with 63 reporting petitioned delinque cy/status and 0 reporting. nonpetitioned delihquenc:y/status data. 
State has -63 counties with 63 repc>rting petitioned dependent and 0 reporting nonpetitioned dependency data. 
Upper age of juvenile -court jurisdiction: 17 



(See footnotes following Appendix) 
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JUVENII£ CODRT CASES DISPOSED BY KEPC^UING COUNXIES IN 1985 [1] 



1985 
Total 



1985 1985 
DeUnquency Dependency 
Child Child 



DE3uniQUENCr/STAXaS 



Non 



DEPENDENCY 



Non 



Reporting County £2] Population Population Population Petitioned 


Petit i oned 


Total 


CCMMMCTICDT £11] 












DUBORT 


— - 




197 


185 


382 


TAIRFIEU) 






—:- 1137 


1230 


2367 


BURXFORD 






li89 


1505 


2694 


UCTCBFIELD 






188 


166 


354 


lODDUSSEX 






134 


193 


327 


m avbn; 






1072 


800 


1872 








562 


498 


1060 


TQUAND 






163 


414 


577 








— - 475 


557 


1032 








142 


324 


466 


Totals for 












Reporting Districts 


3171900 


266000 


5259 


5872 


11131 


Rates for 












Rejporting Districts 






19.77 


22*0i 


41.85 




State has 10 venue districts with 10 reporting petitioned delinquency/ status and 10 reporting nonpetitioned delinquency/status data 
ITpper age of, juvenile court jurisdiction: 15 



DELMKRE £12) 



103100 
412400 
106700 



14000 
45800 
12400 



B76 
4233 
1288 



Xm OkSTLE 
SUSSEX 

Totals for 

Reportixig Counties 622200 72206 6397 

Rates for 

Reporting Counties 88.61 
State has 3 counties with 3 reporting petitioned delinquency/status and 
Opper age of juvenile cbtirt jurisdiction: 17 



0 reporting nonpetitioned delinquency/ status data. 



DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA £13) 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 620700 59700 

Rates for 

Reporting^ Jurisdiction 
Vpp^r age of juvenile court jurisdiction: 17 



115200 



2939 
49.25 



1294 4233 
21.68 70.93 



383 
3.33 



44 

0^38 



427 
3.71 



(See footnotes following Appendix) 
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JUVBHILB COORS CASES DISEOSED BT BEPQRIIN6 COUMHES IN 1985 [1] 



1985 1985 == DELIMQUENCT/STaTUS = s=== DEPENDENCT 



1985 Delinqbency^ Dependency JU.1 

totatl Child Child Hon Hon Reported 

Reporting County [2) Population Population Population Petitioned PetitioLed total Petitioned Petitioned Total Cases 



FlXmiDh [14] 



pxsnacT 


1 


489900 


62000 


135000 


1575 


1987 






^R*7C 
4o # 0 






DISTRICT 


2 


494400 


63200 


137000 


2072 


2161 


<233 ^ 


635 


5997 


6632 




DISTRICT 


3 


861400 


93000 


T-.-OO 


3040 


3524 


6564 


1282 


9629 


10911 




DISTRICT 


4 


1170500 


132500 


293400 


,4796 


6769 


11565 


1457 


10906 


12363 




DISTRICT 


5 


1040400 


87600 


180800 


4807 


3802 


8609 


894 


8199 


9093 




DISTRICT 


6 


1378400 


155400 


334900 


8189 


7387 


15576 


1866 


l.*5046 


16912 




DISTRICT 


7 


1211700 


141600 


303200 


4914 


4778 


9692 


1048 


10639 


.11687 




DISTRICT 


8 


757400 


65200 


140000 


2454 


3313 


5767 


588 


5710 


6298 




DISTRICT 


9 


1026400 


91400 


204500 


4451 


6293 


10744 


850 


5598 


6448 




DISTRICT 


10 


1118900 


97800 


214800 


3260 


5696 


8956 


1104 


7258 


8362 




DISTRICT 


11 


1816200 


188000 


430800 


5694 


5509 


11203 


1572 


7655 


9227 




Totals for 






















Rai»orting Districts 11365700 


1177800 


2572800 


45252 


51219 


96471 


11741 


91513 


103254 




Rates for 






















.Reporting^ Districts 








38.42 


43.49 


81.91 


4.56 


35.57 


40.13 




State has 


11 districts with 11 reporting petitioned delinquency /status 


and 11 reporting nqnpet it iohed delinquency/status data* 



State Ihas 11 districts with 11 reporting petitioned dependency and 11 report;ing nonpetitioned dependency data. 
Upper age- of juvenile cpxirt jufisdictiion: 17 



QBOSUStX [15] 



BIBB^ 


156300 


16700 


40300 






846 






9V, 




cakRROU. 


63400 


7700 


16800 






107 






48 




CRXlTBAM 


215700 


23500 


56200 






1360 






228 




CHEROKEE 


68100 


8500 


20100 






3I9 






68 




CLMRXB 


77600 


7300 


15700 






433 






97 




OAZTOIf. 


167400^ 


17900 


45200 






1207 






I54 




COBB 


372700 


37700 


90500 






2090 






282 




COLDMBUl 


52700 


6500 


15400 






164 






0 




DE KUS 


519100 


52100 


116900 






2847 






553 




DOOGHERTT 


103700 


12900 


3I1OO 






649 






75 




DOIJGIAS'^'" 


65300 


7700 


19600 






254/ 






2C 




FLOYD 


78500 


8000 


18400 






494 






89 




FULTOV [16] 


615500 


59700 


147000 


2995 


2898 


5893 


811 


117 


928 




GLTMlf^ 


59200 


6400 


15600 






,^4V9 






68 




GWINNETT 


252400 


27000 


68700 






1261 






302 




HALL 


84500 


8800 


21300 






42l 






66 




BOOSTON 


85300 


10^00 


.24400 






165 






24 




LONMDBS 


73000 


8200 


19800 






214 






68 




MUSCOGEE 


179100 


I93OO 


45400 






1422 






267 




RICBMOKD 


192000 


21600 


50200 






1630 






35 




SPJODING 


51800 


6100 


14600 






321 






75 




TROUP 


53900 


6000 


14400 






534 






106 





(See footnotes > following. Appendix) 
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JQVENII2 COORT CASES DISPOSED ET BEPQRIZMG COUHTIBS IN 1985 [1] 



1985 
Total^ 



1985 1985 
Delinquency Dependent 



Child 



Child 



DELINQUENCr/SXAXUS 



Mon 



DEPEMDENCr 



Hon 



Rcportic^ Cbunt7. C2J> Population Popiilation Population Petitioned" Petitioned Total Petitioned Petitioned^ Total 




CSOBCUX £15] 

maXBK 56300 6100 14000 

HHITFIELD 68700 ' 7900 17900 

135-SlttiX Counties 2264300 269900 632000 

Totals for 

Reporting Counties^ 5976300 663700 .1571800 

Rates for 
Reporting Counties 



2995 



50^13 



181 
524 
6678 

2898 30493' 

48^50 45.94 



811 



5.52 



35 
147 

rr- 1986 
il7 58i8 
0.80 3.70 



^ 



State^has 159 counties irith 1 reporting petitioned delinquency /status and 1 reporting nonpetitiohed delinquency/status data, 
istate has 159 counties with 1 reporting petitioned dependency, and 1 reporting nonpetitioned dependency data. 
State has<i59 counties with 158 reporting ;total nund:>ef of delinquency cases. 
State has 159 coisnties with ISC reporting total rnuiid>er of dependent erases, 
•^pper age of juvenile court jurisciict-lon: 16 

HUOklZ [17] 

BONOLOLa 
MAUI 

X SmalXuCounty 

Totals for 

Reporting Counties 

Rates for 

Reportiikg Counties 
State has 4 counties with 
State h^s 4 counties with 



109300 


12900 


32500 


246 


781 


l027 


74 


8 


82 




810100 


91S00 


214000 


i2309 


2179 


4488 


506 


47 


553 




85200 


9600 


23500 


119 


1004 


1123 


3 


0 


3 




45200 


5200 




i226 


51 


277 


46 


2 


48 




1049800 


119100 


282800 


2900. 


40l5 


6915 


629 




686 










24.35 


33i71 


58^05 


2^22 


0^20 


2^43 





Opper age of juvenile, court jurisdiction: 17 

IDAHO [18] 
ADA. 

BANMOdC 
BONNEmiLE 
CANTON 
KCOTBNAI 
TfTCN FALLS 
SB SaaJl Counties 

Totals for 

Reporting Counties 

Rates for 

Reporting Counties 
State has 44 covinties with 
State has 44 counties with 



4 reporting - petitioned del inquencqr/st atus . and 4 repo rt ing nonpetitioned delinquency /status ciata . 
4 repcztiidg- petitioned dependency and 4 reporting nonpetitioned dependency data. 



192500. 


.23700 


55500^ 


1539 


64"? 


2l86 


93 


29 


l22 




6C900 


8600 


21200 


585 


10'- 


687 


67 


4 


7l 




70200 


9200 


24100 


292 


19l 


483 


47 


1 


48 




89500 


11700 


27100 


299 


293 


592 


76 


,11 


87 




66800 


8400 


18900 


219 


25 


244 


ll 


4 


15. 




56000 


7200 


17300 


214 


34 


248 


43 


8 


5l 




460500 


60100 


147400 


1186 


7/- 6 


193*! 


228 


64 


292 




1004366 


129000 


311300 


4334 


2038 


6372 


565 


121 


686. 










33.59 


15.79 


49.38 


1.81 


o.-^g 


2.20 





44 

44 



rep' 
repc 



Upper age of juv^snile court jurisdiction: 17 



ting petitioned delinquency/status arid 44 reporting nonpetitioned delinquency/status data, 
.ting petitioned dependency and 44 report:ing nonpetitioned depeiiden 4^ ^ta. 



ILLINOIS ^19] 
ADAKS 
CHAMPAIGN 
C0L8S 
- COOK [20]. 
ij DX XALB 



69400 

170500 
52306 
5295666 
73700 



7300 
18300 
5100 
531600 
7700 



17200 

11500 
1286800 
17000 



100. 
163 
0 

13117 
87 



2416 15533 



47 

0 

4222 
0 



43 4265 



<Sm footnotas following i^pendix) 



JUVENILB COURT CASES DlSPOi^ BY BEPQRSIN6 COUNTIES IN 1985 {l} 



1985 



1985 



DELINQUENCY/STATUS 



DEPENDENCY 



1985 
Total 

Reporting County [2] Population 


Deiinquencf Dependency 

Child Child 
Population Population 


Petitioned 


Hon 
Pet it ioned 


Total 


Petitioned 


Noh 


Total 


All 

yj Am %0^^A 

Cases - 


nilNOIS [191- 






















DU PAGE 


714700 


70800 


182600 


475 


^ 


^ 


144 




— ^ 




HENRY 


55500 


6400 


15400 


65 






13 








JACKSON 


61100^ 


5900 


12800 


58 






25 




. 




KANE 


299i00 


33500 


84000 


269 






0 








KANKAKEE^ 


98700 


112U0 


26700 


153 




— -i. 


58 








KNOX 


57300 


.5100 


13200 


36 






33 








LAKE 


468000 


52200 


127300 


'290 















LA SALLE 


108800 


10900 


26900 


98 






0 




- 




MCBEMRY 


158600 


18200 


44600 


177 






40 










123200 


12400 


28500 


131 






74 








MACON 


128100 


12900 


32400 


233 


^ 




94 








MADISON 


249300 


26200 


63000 


514 


^--^ 




166 










PEORIA^ 


187600 


18400 


46600 


424 




___ 


162 




_ 




ROCK ISLAND 


162300 


16400 


40700 


151 






122 








ST CLAIR 


268400 


31500 


75400 


372 






141 








SANGAMON 


178600 


17400. 


42800 


107 






0 








TAZEWELL 


126500 


13200 


33200 


102 






0' 








VERIOUON 


92100 


9400 


23iOO 


143 






82 








WHITESIDE 


63500 


6900 


16900 


57 






0 









HILL 


333800 


38200 


97700 


228 






106 








WILLIAMSON 


58000 


5300 


X3100- 


22 






21 








WINNEBAGO 


250900 


25900 


'63700 


305 






214 








75 ^^aXi Counties 


1632100 


171200 


417200 


2176 






752 








Totals for 






















Reporting Counties 


11537700 


1189200 


2860300 


20053 


2416 


15533 


6517 


43 


4265 




Rates for 






















Repoj^ing Counties 








16.93 


4.54 


29.22 


2.29^ 


0.03 


3.3i 





State has 102 counties with 102 reporting petitioned delinquency/ status and 1 reporting nonpetit ioned delinquency/ status data. 
State has 102 counties With 101 reporting petitioned dependency and i reporting ribnpetitioned dependency data. 
Upper age. of juvenile court jurisdiction: 16 



INDIANA [21] 
BARTHOLOMEW 
CLARK 
DELAWARE 
ELKOIRT 
FLOYi) 
GRANT 
HAMILTON 
HENDRICKS 
HENRY 
HOWARD 
JOHNSON 



64700 


7800 


17900 






— 694 


89100 


11300 


24800 






343 


122300 


16200 


31600 






417 


145400 


17800 


42300 






— - 782 


62700 


8100 


17500 






221 


77400 


9900 


20600 






— 495 


90800 


12300 


26400 






633 


73200 


10000 


21600 






r-- 409 


50700 


6800 


14300 






220 


85400 


11000 


24200 r— • 






341 


82000 


10800 


23600 — 






8 




(See footnotes following Appendix) 
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JtTVEKXLE CCORt CASES DISPOSED BY REPORTING COUNTIES IN 1985 £1] 



Reporting County [2] 



1985 1985 * 

Dalinqudn^ Dependency 
Child Child 



rSLINQUENCY/STATUS 



DEPENDENCY 



1985 

Total Child Child Non Non 

Population Population Population Petitioned Petitioned Total Petitior'^d Petitioned Total 



All 
Reported 
Cases 



INDliOUl [21] 



KOSCIUSKO 


63100 


7000 


17700 


--^ 236 


LAKE 


497300 


64000 


145300 


-i^. 4060 


lA PORTE 


106600 


13300 


29700 r— 


570 


MADISON 


133600 


17800 


36300 --f 


i-f- i251 


MARION 


780700 


87400 


202200 — - 


^4.- 5706 


MOmOB 


101600 


12500 


23900 


— 540 




54500 


7900 


16400 


-^1 --^ — ~ 694 


PORTER 


122800 


15900 


36600 — 


-.w 1015 


ST JOSEPH 


24i:;oo 


28700 


63100 — - 


— 1421 


TIPPECANOE 


124600 


15700 


30400 --r 


-i- 975 


VAHDSUftURGH 


168300 


18100 


.'21100 - — 


--^ 799 


VXCO 


110300 


13100 


27800 


rr- 834 


KATKB 


73100 


9100 


19600 


348 


67 Small Coiantiea 


1690500 


215400 


486100 --r 


-r- 6257 


Totals for 










Reporting^ Counties 


5212000 


648100 


i44i6oo 


... — - ™ 29269 



Rates for 

Reporting Counties 

State has 92 counties with 9i reporting, information on juvenile matters, 
tipper age of juvenile court jurisdiction: 17 

ICMA 



BLACK HARK* 


131600 


15400 


35800 


550 


72 


622 


6 


2 


8 




CL3^N 


54700 


6800 


15100 


174 


i04 


278 


166 


3 


169 




DOBOQOB 


92000 


12200 


26600 


307 


375 


682 


2i8 


0 


218 




POLK 


313700 


34700 


79700 


1125 


1222 


2347 


597 


322 


919 




POTTANATTAHIB 


88300 


11100 


25200 


235 


406 


641 


171 


100 


271 




SCOTT 


158900 


irioo 


44700 


567 


308 


875 


125 


2 


127 




STORT 


73000 


9100. 


16900 


250 


80 


330 


0 


6 


0 




82 Small Counties 


1482800 


174700 


405900 


3532 


2796 


6328 


453 


231 


684 




Totals for 










53^3 












Reporting Counties 


2394800 


283200 


649900 


6740 


12103 


1736 


660 


2396 




Rates for 










id. 94 












.Reporting Counties 








23; 80 


42.73 


2.67 


i.02 


3.69 





State '&as 
State has 



99 counties with 
$9 counties with 



Upper age of . juvenile ^cotirt j\2risdiction: 17 



89 reporting petitioned delinquency/status and 89 importing nonpetitibned c^linquM data^ 
89 reporting petitioned dependency and 89 r^^rting nonpetitioned di^pendenc^ data. 



KENTUCKY £23] 
BOONE 
BOYD 
CAMPBELL 
CBRISTUUf 



51400 

53900 
81100 
64900 



7000" 
6300 
10000 
7800 



16100 
13600 
22600 
16800 



929 
350 
1029 
837 



(Sm footnotes following Appendix) 



JUVENIX2 COURT GASES DISPOSED BY REPORTING COUMTIES ZK 1985 [1] 



1985 
Total 



1985 1985 
D«linquttnc7 D«pttnd*ney 



Child 



Child 



> :.t}ELIKOUBNar/STJlTUS 



Hon 



DEPENDEKOf 



Hon 



Reporting County £2} Population Population Population P^tition^d Ptttition«d Total Patition«<2 Patitionad Total 




KENtOacr [23] 



DAVIESS' 


88600 


11000 


24600 


1308 




216100 


22900 


48900 


— 1619 


miRDIK 


95400 


14500 


27400 


-~ — - 655 


eOEFFBRSOK^ 


681600 


74800 


169900 


— 13513 


XEKTON 


137200 


16400 


37800 r— 


— 1371 


HCCRXCXKK 


60700 


6700 


14900 


450 


lADISOH 


55i:oo 


7300 


13800 


— f77 


PIKE 


82400 . 


12200 


26700 r-,- 


452 




79700 


9700- 


21700 — rr- 


1051 


107 Snail Countiaa 


1985000 


262800 


572600 


16066 


Totals for 










Reporting Countiaa 


3733100 


469400 


1027600 — - ™ 


40307 



■ Er|cB2 



Rata a for 

Reporting Countiaa -r- 

Stata haa 120 countiaa with 120 reporting information on juvenile snattar a. 
Upper age of juvenile court jurisdiction: 17 

LOUISIAKX [24] 

ACJU)IX PARISH 59700 7500 18900 

ASCENSION PARISH 58000 7000 18200 

BOSSIER PARISH 90500 10100 25700 

C^DO PARISH 271900 29300 74000 

CAIjCASIEU parish 174500 19600 50500 

EAST BATON ROUGE PAR 392400 42400 107400 

IBERIA PARISH 68800 8300 20800 --t 

OEFFERSON PARISH 478400 49100 122900 

LAFAYETTE PARISH 171000 18700 47100 

LAFOURCHE PARISH 87800 10900 2^300 

LIVINGSTON PARISH 71600 8900 2i^^0 

ORLEANS PARISH 558000 58100 144800 

OUACHITA PARISH 144400 171C0 41500 

RAPIDES PARISH 139400 15900 38700 — * 

ST BERNARD PARISH 68400 7400 18000 

ST LANDRY PARISH 88700 11100 27700 

ST HARY PARISH 64800 8000 20000 

ST TAMMANY PARISH 140700 16200 42100 

tAKGIPAHOA PARISH 91100 11200 27500 

TERREBONNE PARISH 101800 12200 31600 r r 

VERMILION PARISH 53300 5800 15700 

VERKON PARISH 60500 6400 18100 

49 Small Pariahea 1052800 125400 311500 
Totals, for 

Reporting Parishes 4488500 506600 1271600 
Ratc^a for 
Reporting Parishes 

State has 64 parishes with 64 reporting information on juvenile matters. 
Ulpper.age of juvenile court jurisdiction: 16 

{Bmm footnotes f olloiring Appendix) 



286 
,168 
484 

4300 
435 

7759 
249 

8447 

1156 
654 
349 

9511 

1108 
449 
493 
470 
308 
251 
582 
416 
278 
310 

GlOl 

44564 



c 
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auVENXI£ COORT CASES DISPOSED BY I^ORTING COUkT:dSS IN 1985 [1] 



1985 1985 
1 985 Delinquency Dependency 

Total Child diild 



DELINQUENOT/STATOS 



Non 



DEPENDENOT 



Non 



Reporting. County [2] Population Population Population Petitioned Petitioned Total Petit:ioned Petitioned Total 



All 
Reported 
Cases 



MAINE [25] 



ANDROSCOGGIN 


101300 


12800 


314 














AROOSTOOK 


88700 


12500 


157 














CUMBERLAND- 


226200 


.25300, 


--- 465 














KENNEBEC 


ill900 


13200 - 


™ 378 














PENOBSCOT 


138000 


17700 - 


413 














YORK 


154800 


1840.0 


•-- 551 














10 Smail Counties 


344600 


42300 


998 














Totals for 




















Reporting Counties 


1165400 


142200 


3276 














Rates for 




















Reporting Comities 






23.03 















State has 16 coimties with 16 reporting petitioned delinquency/status, and 
Upper age of juvenile court jurisdiction: 17 

MARYLAND [26] 



0 reporting nonpetitioned delinquency/status data. 



4:^ 



ALLEGANY 


75500 


8700 


17500 


l53 


182 


335: 


69 


0 


69 




ANNE ARUNDEL 


397200 


46500 


/102io6 


1365 


1499 


2"64 


87 


r 


88 




BALTIMCiE 


665200 


7i400 


i42400 


1735 


3589 


S: 24 


4 


1 


5 




CARROLL 


108100 


14200 


30300 


220 


619 


839 


0 


2 


2 




.CECIL 


65800 


9600 


19500 


347 


516 


863 


4 


1 


5 




CHARLES 


85500 


il700 


27500 


429 


482 


9il. 


13 


0 


X3 




FREDERICK 


127900 


15300 


35500 


336 


640 


976 


0^ 


2 


2 




HARFORD 


153200 


20100 


43000 


486 


731 


1217 


40 


2 


42 




HOWARD 


142800 


17800 


38500 


365 


545 


910 


3 


3 


re 




MONTGOMERY 


642500 


70500 


152900 


570 


2553 


3123 


0 


4 


4 




PRINCE GEORGES 


675200 


79900 


174700. 


2207 


3436. 


5643 


268 


1 


269 




ST MARYS 


65700 


8400 


19100 


l22 


191 


313 


6 


6 


6^ 




WASHINGTON 


113800 ' 


i3400 


27700 


263 


549 


812 


38 


0 


38 




WICOMICO 


68200 


7300 


16300 


124 


255 


379 


1 


0 


1 




BALTIMORE CITY 


755800 


83900 


192800 


5173 


4868^ 


10041 


450 


52 


502 




9 Smair Counties 


248400 


29600 


63100 


687 


1679 


2366 


l24 


3 


127 




Totals for 






















Reporting Counties » 


4390700 


508400 


ll02700 


14582 


22334^ 


36916 


xiq7 


72 


1179 




Rates for 






















Reporting Counties 








28.68 


* 3 93 


72.61 


i.oq. 


0.07 


1.07 





State has 
State has 



24 counties with 
24 counties with 



Upper age -of juvenile^ court jurisdiction: 17 



24 reporting jpetitioned delinquent/status and 24 reporting nonpetitioned delinqueiicy/status data. 
24 reporting -petitioned dependency and 24 reporting nonpetitioned dependency data. 



MASSACHUSETTS 
BARNSTABLE 
BERKSHIRE 
BRISTOL 



[27] 



165300 
141500 
481500 



14100 
14300 
52400 



32700 
32500 
120200 



684 
815 
1957 



.45 
80 
2C5 



(See footnotes following Apx>endix) 



•4 »^ 



JXnmnCLB CO0RT CASES DISPOSED BY BEPORTIKG COUNTIES IN 1985 [3] 





1985 


1985 1985 
Delinquency Dependency 


' DELINQUENCr/STATUS 


. -.. 


' " " , , DEPaNDENOT — 




All 




Total 


Child 


Child 




Non 






Non 




Reported 


Reporting County [2] Population 


Population 


Population 


Petitioned 


Petitioned ' 


Total 


Petitioneu 


Petitioned 


Total 


Cases 


lASSACHUSETTS [27]' 




63800 














_-■!,: — ; 


— — ~. 


ESSEX 


648900 


149900 


1909 


-r- 


--- 


32.'> 








FRANKCtlN 


65000 


6400 


15200 


347 





— 


54 








HAMPDEN 


444900 


46400 


107800 


.1825 


— 




315- 


— — 




— - 


HAMPSHIRE. 


140800 


14300 


29100 


375 








42 









MIDDLESEX 


1373000 


130700 


29l600 


3573 


- — - 


— i 


250 


- — - 






NOP^OLK 


602400 


60300 


131500 


1064 




— — rr 


161. 









PL»!ODTH/ 


418800 


47200 


112100 


1751 




~ 


Iu4 




- — T7 





SUFFOLK 


667700 


53800 


120700 


3«"37 






420 








WORCESTER 


654500 


67300 


158700 


2214 






190 








2 Small Counties 


16500 


1100 


3400 


53 






2 








Totals for 






















^Reporting Counties^ 


5820900 


572200 


1304800 


J9804: 






2190 








'Hates for 






















Reporting Counties 








34.61 






1.68 









State has 14 coimties with 14 reporting /petitioned delinquency/ status 
State- has 14 counties with f reporting petitioned dependency and <p 
Upper age of juvenile court jurisdiction: 16 



and 0 reporting nonpetitioned^delihquency/statur data, 
reporting nonpetitibned dependency data. 



MICHIGAN [28] 



ALLEGAN 


85300 


10200 


24900 


282: 


65 


347 


98 


2 


100 




BAY 


115200 


13000 


30700 


127 


160 


287. 


.108 


0 


l08 




BEKUIEN 


162900 


18800 


43500 


252 


86 


338 


138 


82 


220 




CALHOUN 


136000 


14900 


34700 


536 


124 


660 


184 


0 


184 




>CLINTON 


b5360 


7100 


16900 


32 


66 


98 


21 


0 


21 




L\TON 


89200 


10300 


24900 


162 


134 


296 


.22 


0 


22 




GEl^SEE 


434900 


50300 


120400* 


530 


1473 


2003 


347 


222 


569 




GRAND TRAVERSE 


58100 


6100 


15000 


298 


65 


363 


9 


30 


39 




INGHAM 


272700 


28200 


66200 


325 


979 


1304 


234 


1 


235 




iONIA 


52900 


6700 


15600 


83 


11 


94 


9 


6 


9 




ISABELLA 


53300 


6700 


13500 


224 


6 


224 


23: 


0 


23 




JACKSON 


143400 


15400 


36400 


561 


52 


613 


219 


0 


219 




KALAMAZOO 


214200 


22300 


52100 


142 


186 


328 


128 


0 


128 




KENT 


468000 


493J6 


124300 


559 


654 


1213 


400 


0 


400 




lAPEER 


69800 


9600 


22000 


256 


54^ 


310 


21 


38 


59 




liENAWEE 


88500 


10500 


24400 


124 


70 


19' 


5i3 


.0 


53 




LIVINGSTON 


102300 


13900 


30800 




0 


259 


32 


,0 


22 




MACOFB' 


693600^ 


75000 


171500, 


l042 


1059 


2101 


l84 


69 


253 




MARQUETTE 


71300 


7400 


17300 


124 


30 


154 


40 


0 


' 40 




MIDLAND 


72400 


8500 


20200 


150 


1 


151 


82 


0' 


32 




MONROE 


131000 


16500 


38800 


18 


0 


18 


.0 


0 


6 




MONTCALM 


50700 


5900 


l4l00 


94 


170 


264 


49 


b 


49:^ 




MUSKEGON 


156900 


17500 


43000 


225 


0 


225 


182 


0 


l8z 






(See .footnotes following Appendix) 
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JOVENIIS COORT C A SES DISPOSED BY KEPORTXNG COtniTIES IN 1985 [1] 



1985 1985 
1985 Delinquency Dependency 

Total Child Child 



DELINQUENCY/STATUS 



Hon 



DEPENDnMCY 



Moh 



Reporting County [2] Population Popiilation Population Petitioned Petitioned Total Petitioned Petitioned TotaJ. 




.MICHIGAN [28] 



^OAKLAND 


1016600 


107600 


248900 


1187 


2033 


3220 


396 


5' 


4oi 




OTTAIOl 


167100 


18500 


47000 


210 


494 


704 


21 


0 


21 




SAGIHAW 


2i766d 


26700 


61500 


668 


0 


668 


234 


0 


234 




ST CIAIR 


138800 


16700 


38500 


3i8 


ill 


429 


87 


Or 


87 




ST JOSEPH 


58200 


6400^ 


16100 


212 


0 


212 


0 


0 


0 




SHEASIASSEE 


68800 


8900 


20800 


166 


251 


417 


37 


1 


38 




TUSCOLA / 


55200 


7100 


16200 


95 


0 


95 


80 


0 


80 




VAN.BOREll 


66400. 


7900 


19100 


178 


146 


324 


112 


0 


li2 




WASHITBNAW 


26190(1 


25800 


57100 


61 


5^47 


608 


75 


152 


227 




50 Smdll. Cowties 


108580Q, 


li9800 


.282200 


2627 


2094 


4721 


99i 




1036 




. Totals for 






















Reporting Counties 


6914000 


769800 


1808800 


12127 


llllS 


23242 


4616 


'6*7 


5263 




Rates for 






















Repoxting Counties^ 








15.75 


14.44 


30.19 


2.55 


0.36 


2.91 





state has 
State has 



83 coun^ies with 
83 counties: with 



Upper age of juvenile courc jurisdiction: 16 

MmNESOTA £29] 
ANOlOl 
BLUE EARTH 
DiJKptAj 
OEHNEPIN 
OLHSTED 
OTTER TAIL 
RAMSEY 
ST LOUIS 
STEARNS 
NASBINGTOk 
IfRIGBT 
76^S»all Coun)t^ i 

Totals for 

Reporting Counties 

RateSr for 

Reporting Counties 
State has 87 counties with 
State has 87 cbiihties with 



82 reporting petitioned delinquency/status 
82. repbrtihgfpetitioned dependency and 82 



c«id 82 reporting hohpetitiohed delinquency/status data, 
reporting nonpetitioned dependency data.^ 



214400 


28700 


67500 


934 






139 








51300 


6600 


13900 


190 






30 








220300 


28600 


67200 


660 






93' 








980200 


.96706 


222300 


5674 






196 








97400 


iiooo 


25760 


178 






50 








52300 


6200 


14300 


334 






50 








471600 


48800 


115600 


3419 






198 








205566 


24l66 


53060 


931 






118 








113100 


16300 


35000 


355 






15 








124900 


17600 


39400 


478 






59 








63000 


8800 


26960 


353 






40 








1598800 


200600 


464700 


7743 






1280 








4192800 


493300 


1139566 


2i249 






2262 














43.08 






1.99 









Upper age of juvenile^ court jurisdictioc 17 



87 reporting^petitiohed delinquency/status and 0 reporting nonpetitioned delinquency/status data. 
87 reportinr- petitioned dependency and 0 reportihg-nonpetitioned dependency data. 




MISSISSIPPI 
DB SOTO 
FORREST 
HARRISON 
HINDS 



[30] 



(S1300 
68100 
170760 
259300 



(See^ footnotes following Appendix) 



9800 
8700 
22600 
31800 



20200 
18100 
49000 
73i»00 



65 

55 
333 
677 



686 751 

550 605 

890 1223 

545 1222 



14 

0 

185 
214 



113 127 

0 0 

3 188 

2 216 



IQ'iJ 



■ % 



JUVENILE COtTRT OLSES^ DISPOSED B7 BEP0RTXK6 COUNTIES IN 1985 [1] 



1985 1985 ■ DELINQUENCY/STATUS =i=^ =^i=b=^=^^ DEPENDENCY 



1985 Delinquent Dependency All 

Total Child Child t'Jn Non Reported 

Reporting County [2]' PopuXaticn Population. Population Petitioned Petitioned Total Petitioned Petitioned Total Cases 



KISSISSIPPX [30] 



JACKSON 


127200 


19200 


40400 


79 


330 


409 


57 


29l 


348 




JONES 


62900 


8000 


18000 


137 


l61. 


298 


42 


1 


43 




LAUDERDALE 


77900 


idobo 


22000 


267 


427 


694 


35 


4 






LEE 


61400 


7700 


17400 


• 116 


166 


282 


20 


2 






LOWNDES 


60100 


7500 


18000 


81 


361 


442 


0 


:0 






RANlCCr 


80000 


10500 


24100 


135 


53 


188 


26 


0 


26 




WARREN.. 


51700. 


6700 


15900 


111 


83 


194 


63 


7 


70 




WASHINGTON 


71000 


10700 


25800 


i 637 


353 


990 


0 


2 


2 




69 Small. Counties 


1462700 


209500^ 


463700 


2284 




5389 


344 


443 






Totals for 






















Reporting Counties 
katesnfor 
Reporting Counties 


2614200 


362800 


805700 


4977 


7710 


12687 


looo 


868 


1868 






























13.72 


21.25 


34.97 


1;24 


1.08 


2.32 





State, has 82 counties with 81 reporting petitioned delinquency/ status and 81 repotting nonpetitioned delinquency/ status data. 
States has 82 counties with 81 reporting petitioned dependent and 81 reporting nonpetitioned dependency data. 
Upper age of juvenile coiirt jurisdiction: 17 



^ ,HrSS6uRI [31] 





BOONE 


105000 


10400 


22800 


188 


765 


953 


64 


205 


269 






BUCHANAN 


85800 


8400 


20900 


143 


713 


636 


76 


117 


l93 






CAPE GIRARDEAU 


60500 


fioo 


14200 


49 


430 


479 


18 


1 


l9 




? 


CASS 


55900 


6500 


15700 


52 


379 


431 


24 


129 


153 




CLAY 


1/S4100 


14600 


34500 


86 


827 


9l3 


73 


97 


170 




COLB 


t .400 


5800 


15lOO 


160 


316 


476 


6 


65 


71 






FRAMKLlif 


76900 


9300 


22600 


66 


464 


530 


56 


5 


61 






GREENE 


195700 


19400 


45100 


87 


f.58 


945 


120 


72 


^192 






JACKSON 


634600 


59700 


152300 


1119 


2907 


4026 


7 


261 


268 






OASFER 


89600 


8900 


21800 


146 


195 


341 


80 


52 


132 




n 


JEiTFERSON' 


160100 


18500 


47400 


152 


640 


792 


.21T 


3 


220- 






PLATTE 


50100 


5400 


13500 


49 


292 


34" 


4 


21 


25 






ST CHARLE. 


172700 


19500 


50800 


232 


.925 


ll57 


24 


5. 


29 






ST LOUIS 


991400 


96400 


229500 


1945 


11558 


13503 


397 


524. 


921 






;st ;louis city 


428600 


39400 


101700 


1173 


5046 


6219 


577 


645 


1222 






lOoT^ Small Counties 


-1724100 


184800, 


436600 


1389 


8293 


9682 


1133 


1961 


3094 






Totals for 
























Reporting Counties 


5036600 


512900 


1244400 


7036 




41644 


2876 


4163 


7039 






Rates for 
























Reporting Coiihties 








13.72 




81.19 


2.31 


3.35 


5.66 





State has 115 counties .with 115 reporting petitioned delinquency/status ,?t*d -.-D ' reporting nonpetitioned delinquency/ status data. 
State has 115 counties with 115 reporting petitioned dependency and 115 report ing^ nonpetitioned dependency data. 
Upper age of juvenile coiift jurisdiction: 16 



(See footnotes following Appendix) 
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1'; 



JDVENIIE rOURT CASES DISPOSED BT, REPORTING COUNTIES II^ 1935 [1] 



1985 
Total 



1985 1985 
Delinc^uency Dependency 
Child' Child 



^ DELiNQUENOC/STATUS =^ 



Noh 



DEPENDENCY 



Non 



All 



'Reporting County [2].: Population Population 


Population 


Petitioned 


Petitioned 


Total 

==^= 


Petitioned 


Petitioned 


Total 


Cases 


;nONtANA [32] 








' ^ — r^— - — 






— = ^ 


"==== 




State Total 


8249^6 97500 


.228100^ 




— - 


10517 


-r- 


— - 


48 




State Rate 








— — . 










— - 





\tJpper age of .juvenile- court jurisdiction: 17 


















l^BRASKA [33] 




















DOUGLAS 


412900 48100 


110960 


703 


0 


703 


217 


0 


217 




LANCASTER 


205500 22606 


51300 


597 


1006 


1603 


143 


2 


145 




SARPY 


94500 13200 


315 Oi 


290 


318 


608 


88 


0 


88 




90 Snia^l' Counties 


892600 103300 


245900 


2052 


231 


2283 


292 


25 


317 




Totals for 




















Repprti ngr ^ount i e s 


1665500 187300 


439500 


3642 


1555 


5197 


740 


27 


767 




Rates for 




















Reporting Counties 






i9;44 


8.30 


27.75 


1.68 


9*06 


1.75 





State_has '93 counties with 93 rx_f>6xting petitioned and 93 rejporting nonpetitioned delicqijency/status data. 

State has 93- counties with 93 reporting petitioned dependency and 93 reporting, nonpet'^itioned dependency dat^; 
ITpper age of juvenile court jurisdiction: 17 

NEVADA 

CLARK [34] 550706 58900 133300 3366 4643 8003 340 4525 4865 
Rates for 

Reporting County 57,00 78^77 135; 77 2i55 36.50 

State has 17 counties with 1 reporting petitioned delinquency/status and 1 reporting nbnpetitioned delinquency/status data. 

State has 17 counties .with 1 reporting petitioned depehd'^ncy; and 1 reporting nonpet it ioned dependency data. 
tXppef age pi juvenile court *^urisdiction: 17 

NEH,^RAMPSBIRE [35] 



CHESHIRE 


65400 


7800 


16500 


374 






31 








GRAFTON 


68400 


86O6 


16900 


279 






98 








HILLSBOROUGH 


306400 


38100 


8250B 


2676 






395 








MERiOMACK 


1g6400 


12100 


26900 


'436 






154 








ROCKINGHAM 


212400 


23800 


54660 


1046 






72 








sniAFFORD 


92660 


11500 


23400 


505 






84 








f^Sinall Counties 


147460 


I6960 


37160 


982 






153 








Totals for 






















Reporting Count it i 


998400 


118800 


257800 


6298 






987 








Rates f^r 






















Reporting Comities 








.53.00 






3.83 









State has 10 counties with 10 reporting. petitioned delinquency/status and- 0 reporting nonpetitioned. delinquency/ status data. 
State has 16 counties with 10 reporting petitioned dependency and 0 reporting, nonpetitioned dependency data. 
Upper age of juvenile court jurisdiction: 17 

(SeeX^footnotes following Appendix) 



1 • ' 



JOVENILB COtTRI CASES DISPOSED B7 REPORTING COONTIES IN 1985 [1] 



1985 



1985 



DBLINQQEMCY/StATUS 



DEPENDENCY 



1985 
total 

R«porting Coimty [2] Population 


Delinquency Dependency 

Child Child 
Population Population 


Petitioned 


Non 
Petiti.oned 


Total Petitioned 


Non 
Petitioned^ 


rotal 


NEW JERSKT LJDJ 




















ATLmNTIC 








1017 


.1101 


2118 












86300 




2001 


lf53 


3454 











379700 


48300 




1118 


t72 


1990 










CanDSN 




5 93 0 0 




1494 


1844 


3338 






— ' 


CAPE MAX 








201 


^144 


645 






• 


CUNBSRLAllD 








776 


733 


1509 








BSSKX 








4673 


4630 


^9303 




— ■ 






208600 


25500 




523 


800 


1323 






- — 


BUDSOH' 




63000 




1894 


1669 


3563 








nun X Afu^^ci 


93600 


12500 




127 


159 


286 




- 




MERCERY 


317000 


36000 




1461 


953 


2414 








wrnnT v e w 


626600 


69400 





1202 


1512 


2714 




"*~"* 




rk^NMOUTH 


531600 


64000 




1911 


2110 


402i 




- 




MORRIS 


417400 


50200 




617 


1297 


19X4 








OCEAN 


3806db> 


37900 




1343. 


.1152 . 


2495. 








PASSAIC 


460100 


53100 




l'^99 


837 


2536 








SALEM 


65500 


8900 




241 


254 


495 








SOMERSET 


210600. 


24000 




854 


225 


1079 








SUSSEX 


120600 


14400 




34r 


170 


511 








UHION 


505500 


53300 




2i88 


1383 


3571 








1IM«EN 


85600 


10400 




384 


308 


€92 








Totals forv 




















Reporting Counties 


7560300 


872900 




26065 


23906 


49971 








Rates for 




















Reporting Counties 








29.86 


27.3S# 


57i25 










Stat^ has (21 counties with 21 reporting petitioned delinquency/status and 
Upper age of juvenile court jurisdiction: 17 



NER MEXICO 



BERNALILLO 


464300 


53800 


1986 


2061 


4047 










CHAVES 


56200 


7000 


143 


671 


814 










DONA;AMA 


ii8900 


16700 


135 


6l9 


754 










EDDY 


51900 


6600 


184 


525 


709 










LEA 


64900 


8000 - 


l44 


1041 


1185 










MCKINI£Y 


64400 


10500 


67 


508 


575 










?J\N JUAN 


91600 


12900 


53 


85 


138 










SANTA FE 


839CJ 


9100 


404 


546 


950 










VALENCIA 


58200 


8100 


-- 201 


654 


855 










23 Small Counl;ies^ 


398200 


53800 


1292 


4057 


5349 










Totals for 




















Reporting Counties 


1452500 


186300 


4609 


10767 


15376 










Rates for 




















Reporting Countiies 






24.74 


57.79 


82.53 











State has 32 counties with 32 reporf.ing pet 
D^per age of juvenile court jurisdiction: 17 



32 



(Sm footnotes following Appendix) 



J0VEKILB COUKS CUSBS DISPOSED BY BEPORTIKG COUNTIES IK 1985 [1] 



1985 1965 
D«linqfjency Dependency 
Child Child 



DELIMQUENCY/STATUS 



DBl'SKDEHCr 



Reporting Cowity 12] 



1985 

Total Child Child Kon Non 

Population Population Population Petitioned Petitioned Total Petitioned Petitioned Total 




me;! YORK [38] 





2835 CO 


22000 


56500 


729 


422 


1151 


166 








ALI^GAMY 


50700 


5100 


12800 


13 


112 


125 


1 


"7" 




MMM 


BRONX 


1193500. 


lie 800 


300100 


1349 


877 


2226 


1494 


••■*" 






BROOIffi, _ 


211700^^ 


17200 


44500 


371 


298 


669 


161 










85500 


8000 


21800 


79 


200 


279 


48 








CMXOGA 


75^600 


7800 


19700, 


24 


00 


114 


0^ 




""""^ 


MM- 


(^UTAUQdA 


143800 


12300 


33600- 


239 


207 


446 


100 








CHEMUNG 


91300 


8400 


22300 


317 


86 


403 


59 








CLINTON 


81300 


7400 


18800 


61 


159 


220 


54 




r— ' 




COLUMBIA 


60300 


5200 


13100 


97 


92 


189 


24 




M — 


MMM 


DUTCHESS 


254200 


22400 


59000 


359 


232 


591 


141 






MMM 


ERIE 


969S00 


83100 


210400 


1262 


1075 


2337 


652 






MMM 


FULTON 


54700 


5100 


13000 


34 


102 


136 


47 


-r- 






GENESEB^ 


58500 


5300 


14300 


64 


41 


195 


32 








BERXIMBR 


67000 


5900 


16300 


S3 


69 


122 


22 


M 


-MM 




JEFFERSON 


88900 


9100 


23500 


141" 


265 


40^ 


SO 






MM^ 


KINGS 


2292700 


4 A A A A A 

199800 


570500 


2649 


948 


3597 


1713 








.LIVINGSTON 


57900 


.5700 


13600 


60 


97^ 


157 


21 




"""" 




MADISON 


66200 


6800 


16200 


"49- 


116 


i65 


23 




-MM 


- 


MONROE 


701000 


58300 


157200 


972 


535 


1907 


628 




rr- 




MONTGOMERY 


52200 


4700 


11700 


12 


129. 


141 


4 








NASSAU 


1325000 


114100 


AAA AAA 

288400 


1044 


970 


.2014 


129 






"""" 


MEN YORK 


1469400 


67500 


4 A P A A 

185700 


1613 


578 


2191 


864 




— T- 


M — 


NIAGARA 


217100 


19000 


50600 


254 


532 


786 


61 




-MM 


MM- 


^NEIDA 


250000 


22700 


57400 


226 


567 


793 


160 










464200 


39300- 


106000 


956 


748 


1704 


359 


III 


III 




ONTARIO 


91300 


8300 


20800 


135 


159 


2y4 


95 








ORANGE 


276000 


26900 


74000 


411 


272 


683 


0 








OSWEGO 


118800 


11900 


30800 


42 


229 


271 


18 








OTSEGO 


58800 


5300 


13100^ 


34 


63 


97 


47 








PUTNAM. 


80400 


'7700 


20300 


79 


93 


172 


27 








QUEENS 


1929200 


142300 


367500 


1289 


950 


2239 


922 








RENSSELAER 


151200 


14000 


34400 


108 


295 


403 


2 








RICHMOND 


371000 


34200 


89000 


303 


137 


440 


248: 








ROaOAND 


264600 


26100 


67000- 


145 


119 


264 


65 








ST LAWRENCE 


112800 


11300 


28200 


33 


220 


253 


21 








SARATOGA 


160600 


15600 


38400 


309 


157 


466 


110 








SCHENECTADY 


149600 


12300 


31200 


57 


158 


215 


PI 








STEUBEN.. 


96900 


9400 


24500 


128 


96 


224 


24 








SUFFOLK 


1306900 


129900 


319500 


1557 


1834 


33, n 


180 









(See^ footnotes follcWing Appendix) 



JOVENILE CGUKr CASES DISPOSED BY REPORTING COUNTIES . IN 1985 [1] 



1985 



1985 



DELINQUENCY/STATUS = 



DEPENDENCY 



1985 
Total 

Reporting County [2] Population 


Delinquency Dependency 

Child Child 
Population Population 


Petitioned 


Noh 
Petitioned 


Total 


Non 

Petitioned Petitioned Total 


AJLl 

Reported 
Cases 


NEW YORK rSSi 










- ,^ 


'■ ' 








SULLIVAN 






14400 


54 




.110 


12 






TIOCA 


50700 


48.66 


13800 








23' 






TOMPKINS 


87800 


6500 


16600 


49 


112 


161 


11 






ULSTER 
HARi^N 


162900 


13300 


35200 


248 




4Ud 


7l 






5520^ 


5300 


13100 


85 


74 


159 


33 






WASHINGTON 


56400 


5900 


14806 


139 


26 


165 


34 






WAYNE 


86600 


846o 


2?.306 


196 


165 


361 


75 






WESTCHESTER 


865800 


71800 


176300 


454. 


954 


1408 


65 






14 Snail Counties 


475400 


45106 


115500 


439 


856 


1295 


286 






Totals for 




















Reporting Counties 


17747200 


14<)5200 


3917400 


19357 


17158 


36515 


9405 






Rates for 




















Reporting Counties 








12 ; 95 


11.48 


24; 42 


2;40 







State has 
State has 



t62 count ieb with 
62 ^counties with 



Upper age of juvenile court jurisdiction: 15. 



62 reporting petitioned delinquency /status and 62 reporting nohpetitiohed delinquency /status data. 
,62^ repDrting.petitioned depeifidehcy and 6 reporting hohpetitioried dependency data. 



NORTH CAROLINA :[39] 



ALAMANCE 


102500 


9200 


21406 


346 — - 


68 


BUNCOMBE 
BURKE 


168400 


13500 


.34600 


562 f-T 


„- 127 — --- 


75700 


6800 


16800 


175 


49 — r 


CABARRUS 


92300 


8600. 


20900 


I62 --- 


— ^ 21 r-> -T- 


CAU)WELL 


70406 


6800 


lS9oiO 


184 --- 


98 -— — ^ 


Tcatawba' 


112800 


10900 


25806 


350 


65 — — - 


i^LEVELANO 
cjoLUMBUS^ 


86406 


8366 


20160 


179 -T- 




52200 


5400 


13000 


54 


60 --^ 


. OUIVEN * 


79300 


6700 


18900 


193 


32 --r — r 


CUHBERLAl^t' 


255660 


24600 


.66706- 


1190 


332= ---^ 


DAVIDSON 


118700 


11800 


.27500^ 


^167 ~r 


-^j; 64 -r- — — ^ 


DURHAM 


161900 


13300 


34800 


'544 




EDGECOMBE, 


58500 


5800 


14800 


291 


44 — ^ ~ — - 


FORSYTE' 


258400 


21500 


55200 


668 --- 


— - 72 — ^ — - 


GASTON 


172206 


17*600 


41800 


552 -— 


-— 91 -— 


.GUILFORD 


326806 


27600 


68800 


927 


161 — 


HALIFAX 


56100 


5600 


14006 


136 




HARNETT 


63200 


5600 


14400 


150 




HENDERSON 


66200 


£200 


13360 


92 T— 


^-1 32 — 


IREDELL ' 


87400 


8300 


.20800 


207 --- 


30 ^-r ~ 


JOHNSTON 


76900 


7300 


18300 


60 




LENOIR 


60500 


6100 


15000 


220 


^^i. 41 — - ---^ 


MECKLENBUKG 


442500 


37206. 


,97400 


1307 


219 r-r- r~ 


MOORE 


54900^ 


5600 


ll906 


1139 


118 r-- 



(See footnotes following Apjpendix) 



1' 



JUVENILB COURT CASdS DISSQSBD BT, REPORTING COTOIIEi^ IN 1985 [IJ 



Reporting Count; (2} 



1985 i985 
belincja'^cj Dependency 
Chila Child 



DELXKQDENCT/ST&tUS 



DEPEKDSNC? 



1985 

Totia Child Child Non Non 

Population Pgpulation Pppulatibn Petitioned Petitioned Total Petitioned Petitioned Total 



All 
Reported 
Case6 > 



^iiORTB CAROLINA [39]. 
MJ^B 

NEK BAMOVER 
OBSJJCm 
ORANGE ' 
-QTT 

^RdB^SpM~ 
^KOCk£»^Ak 
RORUI 



70800 


6900 


i756o 


149 


— — i_ 


, 


112200 


9500 


24500 


418 





___ 


123d06 


10500 


25100 


164 


— — ^ 


_ 


82400 


6200 


15006 


x74 


-— 


r- 


*95909 


04UU 


ZX4Q0 


240 






97900 


9ioo 


22400 


330 


— 




106200^ 


12500 




MOO 






85500 


7966 


19200 


7 






103500 


8900 


22606 


1 -vcO 






57100 


5506 


13100 


153 






50400 


5000 


12206^ 


106 






50300 


4660 


li406 


88 






61000 


55GC 


13700 


71 






78200 


8500 


20500 


247 






353500 


29500 


73900 


485 






98800 


9500 


2430^^ 


181 






60900 


6000 


14100 


250 






64400 


6300 


15560 


193 






1409400 


13i23d6 


326700 


2724 






6261000 


571600 


1425460 


15813 












27^67 







67 
33 
66 
36 
48 
43 
70 
28 
339 
69 
21 
JL2 
22 
72 
S3 
78 
186 
25 
750 



rRUTUKRFORD: 
SAMPSOll 
SCAMLr 
SQRRT 

<-6hion ' 

WAKE 

RAXNE 

WILSON 
58 Saiail Cbiinties 
Totals for 

Reporting, Counties bzbxuuu 571600 1425400 15813 --- = - 3962 

' Rates for 

Reporting Counties 27^67' -r-f t-- 2.78 

State has ioo counties with 100 reporting petitidhed delinquency/status and 6 repbicting. nonpet it ibned delinquency/ status data* 
State has 100 counties with 100 r^rting petitioned dependency and 0 reporting ncnpetitiohed dependency data. 
-C^per^age of juvenile court jurisdiction: 15 .m 

NORTH CAlbTA [46] 
BURI£IGa 60000 
CASS 963 JO 

; GRMID FORKS 69406 
;1CARD 61860 
49 Saali Counties 397800 
Totals for 

Reporting Coniitles 685" 
Rates for 
Reporting- Counties 

State 'has 53 i£buhties with 53 ^reporting petitioned delinquency/status and 53 reporting nonpetitioned deiinquehcy/ status data. 
State has 53 counties-with 53 reporting petitioned dependency and 53 reporting nonpetitioned.doocndendr data. 
Upper age of juvenile court juried* -^.tion: 17 



7700 


17500 


^« 


663 


769 


71 


346 


417 




10660 


2410^ 


224 


847 


i071 


54 


189 


243 




8500 


i8/>6o' 


143 


601 


744: 


id 


0 


50 




7400 


18000 


49 


489 


538 


19 


33 


52 




47600 


116300 


313 


2£C1 


2894 


282 


528 


810 




81900 


194600 


775 


srsi 


5956 


476 


1696 


1572 








9;46 


6o.26 


72.73f 


2;4S 


5.63 


8.08 





<Sm footnotes following Appendix) 




JUVENILE COURT CASES DISPOSED BY REPORTING COUNTIES IN 1985 £11 







1985 


198S 






Delihqaeh^/ Dependency 




^XOucUL 


Child 


Child 


Reporting County [2] 


P opulat 1 on 


Population 


Population 


OHIO [41] 




— 






Xi.UoUU 


14500 


32300 


ASHIABULii 


XUXdUU 


13400 


28900 


ATEENS 




7600 


15300 


B^ifONT 


/Sf /UU 


9400 


20900 


3UTLER 


'^boXUU 


34800 


75300 




X4 bo UU 


ieloo 


39600 


^^JZRMONT 


1 Q o c n n ' 
XJooUU 


18300 


;42800 


'COLUMBIAIOI- 


XXXX U U <^ 


13600 


' 30400^ 


CUnBOGA £42] 


-X4dJ /UU 


154900; 


345200 


JDARKE 
DELAHARE 


c^i hn 
d4XUU 


6700^ 


15400 


o /4UU 


7800 


16400 


fERIE 

'fairftkld 


11 Ann 
t /4UU 


'9800 


21300 


96400 


1290d 


28700 


.FRANKLIN 


o5# J^U'J 


-loiodo 


227300 


GEAUGA 


/4oUU 


10700 


22700 


GREENE ' 




16500 


35200 


HAMILTON 


.866600 


101300 


225900 


H3IJIC0CK 


bbUUU 


8400 


18900 


HURON 


p47UU 


7300 


16500 


CJEFFERSON 


oboUU 


10300' 


21900 




oi ''J Ann 
^XZ4UU 


25100^ 


56300 


LAB9RENCE 


b^bUU 


8200 

> * f, 


18000 


LICKING 


X^4bUU 


16500. 


35i00 


LORAIN 


^ / U b u U 


36500 


79300 


LUCAS 


4bJXUU- 


55200- 


124600 


lOEONING: 
/ KARION 
^ MEDINA 


279X00 


33400 


71900 


cann 
bb^UU 


8500 


18800. 


1 1 conn 
XXii^oUU 


16000. 


35800 


MIAMI ; 


- Ofii nn 
o'fXUU 


Vg960 


24600 


MONTGOMERY 


ticKA n n 
obo4UU 


>5100 


147100 


MUSKINGOM 


OA Ann 
o44UU 


i0800' 


24100 


PORT^U^V 
RICBIANp' 


1 Q cmn 
XJb /UU 


17900 


38800 


X^70UU 


15800 


35300 


ROSS; 


67900 


8300 


17900 


SANDUSKY- 


62200 


8300. 


18200 


SCIOTO/ 
SENEG^- 


83400. 


11200 


24100, 


62000 


7700 


.17900 


rSTARlf ' 


3747bC 


45700 


99400 


SUMCCT 

^ZR^fBULL 

TrsCARAWAS' 


509200 


59300 


128200 


234900 


28900 


61500 


85700 


9900 


23200 


WMRREN 


iO'^'lOO 


llSOO- 


.30700 



DELINQOENCY/STATUS 



N6h 



DEPEITDENCY 



Nbn 



All 
Reported 
Cases 



752- 



37,V1 11294 



610 



614 



3032 
2752 
828 
f86 
4944 
3074 
2852 
I553 

714 
1355 
2677 
148S», 

25049 
1167 

.2531 

28691 
1377 
974 
689 
4646 
681 
1662 
4777 

17726 
3113 
1579 
2402 
2535 

11604 
1835 
2715 
1895 
1329 
1117 
1263 
1234 
-7589 

il 978 
5675 
1275 
2818' 




(See footnotes f ollowing , Appendix) 



JUVENILE COUTLT OlSES DISPOSED BY REP0RTIK6 COUNTIES IN 1985 [IJ 



1985 
total 



1985 1985 
Delinquency Dependency. 



Child 



Child 



DKTOQpENCY/STATUS 
Non 



DEPENDENCTr 



Non 



J Population Population Popidation Petitioned Petitioned Total Petitioned Petitioned Total 



All 

Reported 
Cases 



OHIO [41] 
NASHINGTCN^ 

-WOOD 

43 Small Counties 
Totals fir 
Reporting - Counties 
Rates for 
Reporting Counties 
State has 88 counties With 
State has 88 ..counties with 
State has 88 counties with 



64500 
100300 
109600 
1367800 

10754066 



7900 
12300 
14766 
175400 

1366100 



18000 
28400 
29800 
399400 

2887200 



7523 



3771 11294: 



610 



614 



735 
1709 
2203 
21989 

203518 



Upper age- of juvenile court jurisdiction: 17 
OREGON i;,43] 

BENTON 64900 8OO6 

CLACKAMAS 252700 31166 

COOS; 60500 7000 

DESCHUTES 6 670 6 7760 

DOUGLAS .93106 11106: 

JACKSON ' 138500 15700 

' JOSEPHS .E 66500 7300 

KLAMATH 57906 7100. 

LANE 263600 27900 

LINN 89460^ 10766 

KULTNOMAH 563200 51960 

UMATILLA 60600 7360 

WASHINGTON 267800 30406 

YAMHILL , 57900 7000 

21 Small Counties 366900 42100 
Total*- for 

Repot* iV^ Counties 2470206 272300 
Rates. ~^6r 
Reporting. Counties 



48;58 24;35. 72*94 3/ ;77 0*01 1*78; 

1 reporting, petitioned delinquency/ status and 1 reporting horiptt .tiohed delinquency/status data* 
1 reporting^petitioned dependency and 1 reporting nonpetitiohed' dependency data* 
87 repoxH:ir)'7' information on juyetiile matters* 



250 
345 
547 
124 
428 

1114 
421 
516 

1160 
441 

5421 
336 
922 
293. 

2458 

14776 
'54*26 



State has 36 ccunties^with 35' reporting petitioned delinquency /st at us^ ^ 
Upper age; of jixvenilevcourt jurisdiction: .17; 



0 reporting rionpetitioned delinquency/status data* 



PENNSYLVANIA [44] 
ADAMS 
ALLEGHENY 
ARMSTRONG- 
BEAVER 
BERKS 
BLAIR 

'BRAOi:bRjD 



70300 


8706 


83 


11 


94 


138590C 


144300. - 


2K73 


1566 


4139 


78400 


9700 


28 


60 


.88 


195106 


22900. 


" 122 


204^ 


326 


318600 


35300 - 


— 337 


229. 


566 


133100, 


16200 - 


245 


i65 


310 


.63900 


8260- T 


-T 32 


48 


80 



(See footnotes .following Appendix) 



JUVENIIiB COURT CASES\DISPOSED BY/ IREEORTING COUNTIES IN l^^SS iU 



1985 1985 ir^T DELINQOENCY/STATUS =^ 5====^===^ DEPENDENdC 



i985v Delinquency Depend iicy 

total Child Child Non Non Reported 

Reporting County [2] Population Population Population Petitibned P etitioned Total Petitioned Petitioned Total Cases . 



.PENNSYLVANIA [44] 

BUCKS 

BUTLER 

CAMBRIA 

CARBON 

CENTRE 

CHESTER 

CLEARFIELD 

COLUieiA 

CRAWFORD 

CUMBERLAND 

DAUPHIN 

DELAWAIUS 

ERIE 

FAYETOT 

FRANKLIN 

INDIANA 

LACKAWAimA 

LANCASTER- 
LAWRENCE 

LEBANON 

LEHIGH 

LUZERNE 

LYCOMING 

MERCER ^ 
. MONROE 

MONTGOMERY 
''^NORTHAMPTON 

NORTHUMBERLAND 

PHILADELPHIA [45] 

SOMERSET. 

.:VEiEM4Go; 

WASHINGTON 

WESTMORELAND' 

YORK' 
25 Small Counties- 
Totals for 
Reporting Counties 
Rates f or 

Reporting Counties — . . ,j - / *. i. • j 

State has 67 counties with 67 reporting petitioned delinquency/status and 67 rtiporting nonpetxtioned delinquency/status data, 
- State has 67 counties, with i reporting : titioned dependency and 0 roporting-nonpetitioried dependency data. 
Upper, age of juvenile court jurisdiction: 1/ 



513700 


^il A A A 




465 


227 


692 










150400 


li Q Ci> A 

JLebUU 




121 


78 


1P9 











•t " rt rt rt 


91 Q A A 




161 


81 


'242 




_ 







• 4000 


d4UI> 




30 


65 


95 





^ 


- — 


, ;_ 


114400 


'*! il C A A 




76. 


16 


92 




_ ^ _ 


— ^_ 


— 


334o0Q' 


A'\ OAA 




195 


163 


358 


_ _ 









O O O A A 

82900 


1 A C A A 




47 


46 


93 












-61100 


A A' 




18 


55 


73 


_ _ 




. _ 


— ^— 


- OO A A A 


1 1 C AH 


II ~ 


134 


23 


i57 









JL 




01 CAH 




113 


190- 


303 










236500 


A A 




254 


400 


654 









— - — 


.555600 


CI A ft n 


~Z~ 


916 


191 


1107 







— 


J. 


279100 


3480 J 




293 


235 


'528 




, 




- 


156900' 


1 ai AA 




ib3 


217 


320 











"1 ^ 1*1 A A-*- 

117700 


1 il a A A 




27 


123 


150 













92600 

O O 9 C A A 

223600 






39 


49 


88 




„ 





. 


OCQ A A^ 




234 


41 


275 







_ 





QOTTA A 
op 1 /UU 


4D JUU 




264 


320 


584. 










1 AO O A A 


^ A1 AH 




45 


86 


131 






;_ 




"1 1 "1 CA A 


*i Q it A n 




50 


167, 


217 












279300 


288PP 





338 


276 


614 


--- 








333000 


38300 




139 


380 


519 










ire^bo 


^4400 




94 


98 


192 


. 









124100 


i^BOO 




91 


83 


174 


— — — 


~ ~ ~ 


III 




79100. 


9500 




1 AO 


A 
U 


102 










664i00 


70800 




481 


408 


889 










231700 


a^700 




245 


i85 


430 










99600 


10900 




25 


114 


i39 










1650200 


i87960 


296900 


9544 


774 


10318 


2091 








156700 


17900 




87 


126 


213 










81400 


9600 




37 


7i 


i08 










62800^ 


7400 




28 


50 


78 










213400 


24400 




124 


202 


326 










383800 * 


44200- 




326 


87 


413 










323200 


38100 




177 


268 


445 










8O6460 


101400 




^ni 


567 


1044 










11869600 


i3;iiqb 


396900 


19320 


8645 


27965 


2091 














14.09 


6.30 


20/40 


5.27 









HS^cjifbotnotos following Appendix) 



187 



JUVENX;i COURT CASES DISPOSED BY SEPORTING^.COtJNTIES IN i$85 [1] 




Reporting County [2] 



1985 1985 
Delinquency Dependency 
Child Child 



DELINQUENCY/STATUS === 



DEPENDENCY 



1985^ 

-Total Child Child Non Non^- 

Po pula tion Population Popuiatioh Petitionee .Petitioned Total Petitioned Petitioned Total 



All 
Reported 
Cases 



iPDERTO.RICP [461 

ACrADILLA — ' 
AIBONITA --^ 
ARECIBO — r 

BAYAMON — - 

CAGUAS --^ 

CAROLINA — 
GUAYAMA 

HUMACAO -rr --- - 

MAYAGUEZ — - — - 

PONCE 

r. SAN JUAN — - 

UTUADO " 

Totals for Reporting 
District Courts — • 
. Rates fcr Reporting 

District Courts ^^.^ , „^ 

State has 12 district delinquencyVstatus and 0 rejporting nonp^titioned delinquency /status"dlta. 



120 
94 
216 
^-15 
155 
224 
152 
197 
212 
347 
333 
84 

^549 



v5 



Dpjper^age of juvenile court jurisdiction: 
SOUTH CAROLINA t[471 



•AIKEN' 


115600 


13700 


201 








ANDERSON 


139600 


15100 


25i 








BEAUFORT 


80300 


7700 


— - 73 








BBRiq/LEY 


118300 


14500 


167 








chaf:^ston 


286200 


28000 


588' 








-bJSilLINGTON 


64400 


8100 


167 








DORCHESTER 


72600 


8900 


95 








FLORENCE 


115700 


14100 


228 








GREENVILLE 


302900" 


31300 


366 








Greenwood 


60000^ 


6400 ^ 


li6 








HORRY 


126600 


13200 - 


275 








LANCASTER 


55500 


6600 


■-- 193 








LAURENS 


53200 


5900 


158 








LEXINGTON 


158800 


18200 


128 








O'^ONEE 


51900^ 


.5700 r 


i63 








ORANGEBURG 


86500 


10700 


-- 133 








PICKENS 


85600 


lObOO - 


-- 148' 








RICHLAND 


277200 


28100 


384 








SPARTANBtmG 


210500 


23X66 


565 








SUMTER 


94600 


lilOO 


T- 166 








YORK^ 


;il830U 


.13500 


-r 345 








25 Small' Counties 


661200 


a2ioo 


1480 








Totals for 














Reporting .Countries 


3335600 


375900' 


6330 








Rates for 














Reporting Counties 






16.84 









State.has 46 counties with .46 rejporting. petitioned delinquency /status and 
^Upper age of juvenile court jurisdiction: 16 

(S«i, footnotes, following Appendix) 



6^fep6rting nonpetitioned delihquency/statiis data. 



J 



JUVENILE COURT CASES DISPOSED BY KEPORTING COUNTIES' IN 1985 [1] 



1985 



1985 



DELINQUENCX/STATUS 



Total 



Reporting County [2] 



121400. 

7660C/ 
510800 

708800 



Child 
Population 


Child 
Population 


Petitioned 


Non 
Petitioned 


Total 


13400 




381 


1499 


1880 


9600 




146 


77 


223 


62400 




973 


1584 


2557 


85500 




1500 


3160 


4660 






17:55 


36.98 


54.53 



DEPENDENCY 



Non 



All 
Reported 
Cases 



SOOTH DAKOTA^ £481 
MINNEHAHA 
PENNINGTON 
64 Small Counties 
Totals for 
Reporting Counties 
Rates for 

Stat^^har^66 coll^lties wich 66 reporting petitioned deiinquency/status and .66 reporting nohpetitio.ied. delinquency/status data. 
Upper age of juvenile court jurisdiction: 17 

TENNESSEE [49] 

ANDERSON 68800 

BLOUNT 81700 

BRADLEY 71800 

CARTER 51400 

DAVIDSON 491500 

GREENE 56500 

HAMBLEN 53000' 

^HAMILTON 284300 

KNOX 329300 

MADISON 77700 

MAURY 53300 

MONTGOMERY 89900 

, PUTNAM 50700 

RUTHERFORD 98700 

SHELBY 803800 

SULLIVAN 145700 

SUMMER 93800 

WASHINGTON 92600 

WII^IAMSON 68600 

WILSON 62500 

75 Small Counties 1643700 
Totals for 

Reporting Counties 4769300 

Rates for 

Reporting Counties 

State has 95 cou nties with 95 reporting 

State has 95 counties with 94 reportin?^ 
Upper age of jiivehile court jurisdictiof 

(See footnotes following. Appendix) 



7700 


16400 


i78 


318 


496 


4 


10 


14 


10000 


20200 


36 


0 


36 


0 


0 


0 


8900 


19600 


330 


1. 


331 


1 


b 


1 


586b 


i2800 


101 


Ill 


212 


43 


6 


43 


51000 


110400 


1007 


2192 


3199 


245 


3 


248 


7300 


14800 


261 


6 


267 


4 


0 


4 


6600 


13800 


46 


105 


151 


6 


4 


4 


32800 


70200 


550 


264 


814 


170 


0 


170 


37200' 


79500 


298 


470 


768 


170 


27 


197 


'9200 


21200 


275 


154 


429 


17 


21 


38 


5800 


13800 


88 


86 


174 


4 


0 


4 


11100 


.22100 


143 


105 


248. 


1 


0 




5900 


12i00 


72 


30: 


102 ^ 


0 


0 


0 


12500 


27600 


359 


100 


459 


0 




b 


102400 


224300 


2860 


7457 


10317 


889 


42 


931 


17600 


36500 


299 


47? 


771 


63 


0 


63 


li80d 


26200 


202 


?4 


226 


69 


1 


70 


11100 


22700 


487 


130 


617 


57 


11 


68 


9000 


20300 


203 


208 


411 


21 


■i'> 


22 


8000 


17400 


205 


211 


416 




0' 


2 


211900 


437200 


4883 


1591 


6474 




70 


236 


583500 


1239200 


12883 


14035 


26918 


1926 


190 


211^ 






22.08 


24.05 


46.13 


1.55 


0;15 


1.71 



sioned delinquency/status and 95 reporting nonpetitioned delinquencqr/«tatus data. 
•;ioned dependency and 94 reporting nbnpetitioned: dependency data ^ 



190 



19i 



JUVENII2 CODRT OLSZS DI^OSTO^BT REPGRTIN 1985 [IJ 



1985 1985 = DBLINQUENCY/STATaS 

1985 Delinqaencf Dependency 

Total Child "child Hon 



DEPENDEKC7 



Hon 



Reporting. Cotmty 12} P<>pulation Population Population Petitioned Petitioned Total Petitioned Petitioned Total 



All 

Reported' 
Cases 



TEXAS [50] 



AHGBLISai 


68700 


8200 




39 




cob 











BBLL 


171900 


17300 








£99 
PJZ 










BEXAR 


1143506 


132600 




762 














BONTEE 


80300 


8700 




16 




9ZP 




■■■ 






BBAZORIK 


186600 


19700 




74 




1 91 0 








~~~ 


BRAZOS 


118800 


12900 




134 


fi5fi 


7on 








~~~ 


CAMERON 


252300 


34800 




208 


1 ^35 


1 tkA'i 


~~~ 




~ ~ ~ 




COIUN 


196200 


24200 




70 




POZ 






~ ~ ~ 




CORXELL- 


59200 


6700 


— 




1 1:3 


'1 7^ 








— — 


i>AIJAS 


1789100 


176700 


-I- 


1303 


4736 


PU J7 










DENTOH 


198700 


20300 




71 


3ft7 
JO t 


diitk 

490 




-T- 






ECTOR 


134000 


13600 




128 




IC90 

p^y 










ELLIS 


73400 


8200 




43 


-AO 


1 9C 


T— 


-— 






EL PASO 


547400 


72300 





269 


4640 














189200^ 


21200 




117 


fi5ft^ 


775 










GALVESTON 


213200 


22300 




168 




1 JA7 


— -r* 




- 




GRAYSON 


96800 


9500 




58 


91 5 


273 










GRBG6 


111700 


11300 




99 


515 












CHABALOPB 


54900 


6300 




69 


531 












HARRIS 


2773600 


278100 


— s- 


26i38 


1A557 


1 71 QC 

X ixyo 










BARRISCm. 


57300 


6400 




56 


1 fi9 


91 P 










HATS 


56500 


7lbo 




36 


1 fi7 
XP f 


9119 










HENDERSON 


52000 


5100 






1 jn^ 


19 / 










HIDALGO 


356400 


52500 




333 


1 1 00 


1 AtiA 










HUNT 

JEFFERSON 


65300 


6900 




14 


39 J 












255300 


26100 


: 


159 


1167 


1326 










JOHNSON 


87400 


10600 




85 


539 


624 










LIBBRTT 


54200 


6600 




34 


173 


207 










LUBBOCK 
NdSNNftN 


224500 


23800 




276 


1235 


1511 










184100 


19600. 




139 


726 


865 










MIDLAND 


108300 


10300 




121 


288 


409 










MONTGONBRX 


175600 


21600 




145 


655 


800 










NOBCBS 


297800^ 


33400 




297 


711 


1008 










ORANGE 


86800 


9700 




20 


534 


554 










PARKER 


56600 


5900 




12 


170 


X82 










POTTER - 


106900 


1010b 




148 


244 


392 










RANDALL 


87400 


9700 




84 


92 


176 










SAN PATRICIO 


61100 


8500 




93 


180 


273 










SMITH 


149100 


15500 




201 


251 


452 










TARRANT 


1044300 


105900 




713 


2904 


3617 











(8m footnotes following J^pendlx) 



ERIC 



JDVEKII£ COORt OlSES DISeOSED St BEPQRCING CO0KXIES IN 1985 [1] 



1985 1985 
1985 Dttlinqtienqr D«pe^denqr 

Total Child Child 



^ DELZHQUENCr/SZJ^S 

NOA 



DBPEKDENCr 



Hon 



Itopotting County [21 Population Population Population Petitioned Petitioned Total Petitioned g^titioned Total Cas^s 



All 
Reported 
Cases 



C501 

TON GRBBf 
TRiVXS 



: 206 S^i Counties 
Totals for 
R^rting Counties 
Rates for 

R^rtlng Counties 
State has 254 counties with 254 repomn< 
l^pper age- of juvenile court jurisdiction; 

xmB isii 



122800 


12400 


91 


1310 


1401 










' 9'7200: 


10100 - 


76 


360 


436 










533900 


48800 


325 


2755 


3080 










75700 


8800 


46 


431 


477 










51700 


4500 


11 


134 


145 










118400 


17500 _ - 


153 


563 


716 










126400 


12800 


86 


459 


545 










X09560 


13300 - 


175 


610 


785 










3135000 


349100 - 


-r- 2014 


15908 


17922 










16396700 


1777400 


12351 


7i807 


8415b 














6; 95 


40.40 


47-35 











16 



urns- 

SALT lAldS 
UTAH 



64900* 


8600 


23200 


175500 


26500 


72200 


693900 


87800 


239900 


241100 


37600 


92000 


158000 


20500 


52700 


315900 


45100 


124300 


1649300 


226100 


604200 



24 SflMll; Countries 

Totals for 

Rtporting^Courties 

Rates for 

Reporting Counties 
Stat* has 29 counties with 
State has 29 counties with ^ 
Opper age of juvenile court jurisdiction: 17 



432 


l05 


537 


26 


1 


27 




2616 


660 


3276 


95 


49 


144 




9369 


4741 


14110 


642 


532 


ll74 




2924 


1354 


4278 


97 


19 


116 




2153 


898 


3051 


129 


83 


212 




3851 


2057 


5908 


244 


8b 


324 




21345 


9815 


31160 


1233 


764 


1997 




94^41 


43.41 


137.82 


2.04 


1.26 


3.3l 





29 rejporting petitioued delinquencqr/«tatus and 29 reporting nonpetitioned delinquenqr/status data. 
29 reporting petitioned dependency and 29 reporting nonpetitioned dependencqr data. 



'VB»HCm [52] 

CfftTTBHDBK 122300 15800 32400 292 -r-- 

RtJTUaiD 59400 6900 15300 171 

HASBUIGtm 53600 6200 13700 102 — - 

IflKDSOR 52800 6200 13300 89 

10 Saall .Counties 247200 30900 69000 552 

Totals for 

Reporting Counties 525200 66000 143700 1206 
Rates for 

Reporting ^Counties 18.28 — — ™ — - 

State h^ 14 counties with 14 reporting. petitioned delinquencqr/«tatus and 0 reporting nonpetitioned delinguencqr/«tatus data. 
State has 14 counties with 141 reporting petitioned dependency and 0 reporting nonpetitioned dependencqr data. 
Upper age of juvenile court jurisdiction: 17 



lOV 
88 
76 
49 

345 

665 
4.63 



(See footnotes following Appendix) 

194 



195 



JmrENHK OpTOT C&SES pisPOSBp BT: reporting COOHTIES in 1985 £ij 



Reporting County £2] 



1985 1985 
beiinqidency Dependency 
Child Child 



DELINQUENCY/SXATU;^ 



DEPENDENOr 



1985 

total Child Child Non Non 

^<>P"3;^^ioP ?Wl*tion Petitioned Petitioned Total Petitioned Petitioned Total 




VIR6I1I JUOAMDS [53] 
St CROIX — --- - — 123 

St saatoks --r — 140 

totals for 

Reporting Islands - — 263 

Rates for 
Reporting Islands 

State has 3 islands with 2 reporting petitioned delinqoency/stattis and 
Upper age of juvenile court jurisdiction: 17 



0 reporting nonpetitiohed delinquent/status data. 



VIRSIllIJl [54] 

ARLlllGT<»f 

CBESTERFIBLD> 

BmOVER 

HENRICO 



LOUDOUN " 
MONTGOHBRY 
PITTSTLVSUflA 
PRiOfCB WHXIAM 
ROANOKE 
R0CKIN5HM 
XkZENELL 
ALEnNDRU CITY 
- CHESAPSUB CITY 
H&MPtOV CITY 
LYNCHBURG CITY 
Jma^ORT IXEliZ CITY 
N(»tFOZJC CITY 
PORTSMOUTH CITY 
RICmOND CITY 
ROANOKE CITY 
Sl^OUC CITY 
VIRGINIA BEACH XITY 
109 Sfluill Counties 
Totals for 
Reporting Counties 
Rates for 
Reporting Counties 



59100: 
156500 
54000 
16480C/ 
53100 
191900 
56800 
64400 
65400 
66200 
•168900 
71300 
58600 
50900 
110100 
130400 
125100 
68300 
157800 
'*75500 
il0500 
217100 
100800 
50200 
318200 
20430C0 

4989100 



7500 


14300 


84 


186 


270 




6 


1- 




8300 


18300 


419 


186 


605 


21 




27'^ 




6500 


i2900 


143 


99 


242 


13 


d 


13 




22500 


49900 




1180 


.1862 


12' 


1 


13 




7000 


13800 


117 


79 


196 


22 


2 


24 




20800 


43900 


542 


1285 


1827 


0 


6 


0 




7500 


14500 


144 


129 


273 


2 


0 


2 




8300 


18200 


276 


79 


355 


3 


1 


4 




9000 


15600 


140 


204 


344 


7 


1 


8 




8700 


17600 


197 


142 


339 


9 


b 


9 




22200 


54000 


1500 


768 


2268 


1 


b 


1 




8600 


17700 


507 


179 


686 


18 


2 


2b 




7000 


14600 


157 


28 


185 


2 


0 


2 




6900. 


14200 


186 


57 


243 


23 


6 


29 




4600 


12800 


286 


273 


559 


41 


4 


45 




16600 


38200 - 


423 


281 


704 


60 


8 


68 




13800 


31800 


784 


905 


1689 


23 


7 


30 




7600 


16600 


402 


229 


631 


20 


6 


26 




18000 


40900 


648 


638 


1286 


65 


9 


74 




27400 


62200 


1121 


2475 


3596 


99 


78 


177 




12500 


29500 


529 


195 


724 


17 


5 


22 




19200 


43200 


765 


1202 


1967 


98 


9 


107 




9900 


22100 


1056 


154 


1210 


81 




85 




5800 


.12900 


164 


74 


238 


20 


0 


20 




39000 


90900 


1611 


1918 


3529 


52 


15 


67 




246200 


524700 


7411 


6996 


i4407 


511 


137 


648 




571700 


1245100 


20294 


19941 


40235 


1221 


301 


1522 





35.50 



State has 136 counties with 134 reporting petitioned delincuency /status 
State has 136 counties with 134 reporting petitioned dependency -an^ 134 
Upper age of juvenile cou»^ jurisdiction: 17 



34.88 70.38 



0.98 



0.24 1.22 



and 13 reporting nonpetitioned delinquency/status data, 
reporting nonpetitioned dependency data. 



(See footnotes following Appendix) 



JUVENILE COtJRT CASES DISPOSED BY REP0RTIK6 COUNTIES IN 1985 [ij 



1985 1985 
Delinquency Dependency 
Child Child 



« DELINQCENdf/STATOS «^ 



DEBENDENOr 



Reporting County [2] 



1985 . . _ 

Total Child Child Non Hon 

Population Population Population Petitioned Petitioned Total Petitioned Petitioned Total 




mSBlKGTON 155} 
BENTON 
CXALLAM 
CLARKS 
COWLITZ 
GRANT 

6RATS BARBOR 
KING 
KITSAP 
lEWlS 
PIERCE 
SKAGIT 
SNOBCMXSH 
SPOKANE 
fsORSTON 
WHATCOM 
YAKIMA 
23 SmXl Counties 

Totals for 

Reporting Counties 

Rates for 

Reporting Counties 
Stat« has' 39 counties 
State has 39 counties 
Upper age of juvenile 



111500^ 
52700 
207000 
79300 
52300 
63000 
1347400 
166800 
57800 
526200 
68600 
375800 
356700 
142000 
112700 
182500 
504300 

4406500 



with 39 reporting petitioned delinquency/status and 0 reporting nonpetitibned delin<ruency/ status data, 
with 39 rejporting petitioned dependency and 0 reporting nohpet it iohed dependency data, 
court jurisdiction: 17 



13000 




> M ill 

441 






178 T""" — 


5400. 


12800 


188 






226 — -r- 


26000 


60500 


8i55 


*^~~ 




247 ~ 


9100 


22100 


298 






lis — — 


6700 


16000 


249 


■ 


— - 




07UU 




440 








135500 


308600 


4769 






1463 T— — 


X9900 


47200 


615 






115 '^-T T— T^- 


7900 


16500 


265 






102 ---- -r- 


62400 


141300 


1257 






408 — — - — - 


7400 


17800 


302 






28 — 


43600 


103300 


1385 






421 --- 


41300.^ 


95200. 


1296 






684 — - — - 


17300 


39200^ 


107 








12800 


29300 


429 








23900 


55300 


870 






117 — --i 


58300 


132900 


1478 






522 


497500 


1147500 


15244 






4903 -— — ' 






30.64 






4,27 , _ 



NEST. VIRCiNIA [56] 

BERKELEY 51100 6500 38 

CABELL 106200 11800 982 

FAYETTE 56000 7600 394 

BARRISON 76900 8700 269 

KANAWHA 225900 24300 170 

LOGAN 50200 7000 385 

MARION 65000 8100 112 

MSRCER 73300 9100 101 

N^ONGAXiIA "76800 8900 18 

OHIO 59100 7000 — - 226 

^JiLEICH 85600 10800 359 

WOOD 93100 11200 102 

43 Snail Counties 919300 121700 2432 

Totals for 

Roporiing Counties 1938500 242700 — - 5588 
Bates for 

Peporting Counties 23.03 
State has. 55 counties with 55 reporting petitioned delinquency/status and 
Opper age of juvenile court jurisdiction: 17 

(See footnotes ifollbwing Appendix) 



0 reporting nonjpetitioned delinquency/ status data. 



11 



JUVEMHE COORT CASES DISPOSED BY HEPORTINC COUNTIES IK 1985 [IJ 



Reporting County [2] 



1985 1985 «»m DELINQUEHCY/STAtUS rri.wriBBM DEPSHDSKCY 
1985 Delinquency Dependency 

Total Child Child Hon Hon 

Population Population Population Petitioned Petitioned Total Petitioned Petitioned Total 




WISCONSIN [57} 



00 



BRomii 


185500. 


23800 


53100 








23 




** ~ 


VMM 


CBIPPEHA 


53700 


7200 


16500 








7 






•••UM 


DANS 


341400 


38300 


81400 








269 


~ ** ~ 




'—"•* 


DODGE 


76000 


9300 


21700 








24 








SAU CLAQUS 


82800 


11100 


22900 


144 
x^^ 






■ o3 








FOND DU LAC 


90300 


11400 


26100 


140 
x^u 






37 


"**** 






GRANT 


,51600 


7000 


15100 


40 






8 


~ ~ ** 






JEFFERSON 


67200 


8400 


18000 


-f u 






50 






MM 


KENOSHA 


121300 


152o6> 


33400 


43S 






83 








LA CROSSE 


94300 


12400 


24900 


1 14 
X #^ 






23 




~ ** ~ 




HANITONOC 


82600 


10400 










22 




"""••* 




MARATHON 


112900 


14500 


33100 








77 








OUTAGAMIE 


134700 


16400 


J ni nn 
% uxuu 








77 








.OZAUKEE 


68400 


8200 


19100 


90 






16 








'?pRTAGE 


58300 


7600 


16500 


9 






1 








RACINE 


17X700 


20500 


48600 


1187 






94 








ROCK 


138400 


16800 


40400 


733 






2 








SHEBOYGAN 


102800 


11800 


27200 


280 






50 








lda;i90RTH 


71300 


8500 


17800 


127 






14 








WASHINGTON 


88500 


12300 


27300 


144 






11 








KAUKESHA 


285500 


38600 


84700 


556 






122 








WIMNmAGO 


135500 


16100 


34600 


325 






43 








WOOD 


78000 


9800 


22700 


76 






18 








48 Small Counties 


1148300 


142000 


324700 


1917 






454 








Totals for 




















Reporting Counties 


3841000 


477500 


,1073300 


8542 






1588 








Rates Zpr 




















Reporting Counties 








17,89 






1.48 









State has 
State has, 



72 counties with 
72 counties with 



Opper age of jixvenile court jurisdiction: 17 



71 reporting petitioned delinquency/status and 0 reporting nonpeiiitloned delinquency/»t»tus data, 
71 reporting petitioned dependency and 0 reporting nonpetitioned dependency data. 



ERIC 

hminniiinrrTiTiaa . 



WYOMING [58} 

LARAMIE 73300 10000 — ^- 231 

NATROIUI 72500 9300 286 

21 Small Counties 363900 47700 897 
Totals for 

Reporting Counties 509700 67000 1414 

Rates for 

Reporting Counties 21.11 
State has 23 counties with 23 reporting petitioned delinquency/ctatus and 
Upper age of jurenile court jurisdiction: 18 



0 reporting nonpetitioned delinquency /status data* 



APPENDIX FOOTNOTES 



The footnotes associated with each data presentation identify (1) the source of the data, (2) 
the/warfe of transmission, and (3) the characteristics of data reported. State and local agencies 
responsible for the collection of their juvenile court statistics compiled the data found in this report. 

Agencies transmitted these juvenile court caseload data to the National Juvenile Court Data 
Archive in one of three different modes. First, many jurisdictions were able to provide the project 
with an automated data file which contained a detailed description of each case processed by their 
juvenile courts. Next, some agencies completed a juvenile court statistics (JCS) survey form provided 
by the project which requested for each county within the jurisdiction the number of male and female 
delinquency/status and dependency cases disposed with and without the filing of a petition. Finally, 
statistics for some jurisdictions were abstracted from their annual reports. In these instances, the 
name of the report and the page on which the information is found are listed. 

The units of count for the court statistics vary across jurisdictions. While many states 
reported their data using case disposed as the unit of count, there were others which reported cases 
filed, children disposed, petitions filed, hearings, juvenile arraignments, and charges. The unit(s) of 
count arc identified in the footnotes for each data set. The unit of count for each source should be 
reviewed before any attempt is made to compare statistics either across or within data sets. 

The figures within a column.rclate only to the specific case type. However, some 
jurisdictions were unable to provide statistics which distinguish delinquency/status cases from, 
dependency matters or at times even from other activities of the courts. Such ihfOk vTiation is 
presented in the appendix in a column labeled All Reported Cases. By its natjufc, this column 
contains a heterogeneous mixture of units of count and case types. These variations are identified in 
the footnotes associated with each dajta presentation. In addition, due to the nature of these data, 
case rates are not calculated for the All Reported Cases column. 

It should also be noted that while the. majority of the data presented in the appendix are for 
calendar year 1985, there are several reporting jurisdictions that were not able to aggregate data for 
this time frame. In those instances, the data covered fiscal year 1985. The period of coverage is 
indicated in the footnotes and should be considered when attempting to make comparisons between 
data sets. 

[1] Variations in administrative practices, differences in upper ages of jurisdiction, and wide 
rangci in available community resources affect the number of cases handled by individual 
cou.^rK,^ and states. Therefore, the data displayed in this table should not be used to make 
comparisons between the delinquency/status or dependency workloads of counties or states 
without carefully studying the definitions of the statistics presented. 

Furthermore, caution must be taken when interpreting the case rates appearing at the end of 
each state table: Case rate is defined as the number of juvenile court cases per 1,000 children 
at risk in the reporting counties. For example. Cook County, Illinois was the only couniy in 
the state reporting statistics on honpetitioned del«nquency/status cases. The nonpetitioned 
delinquency/status case rate (4.54 cases/1,000 youth at risk) was generated from the total 
number of nonpetitioned delinquency/status cases Cook County reported (2,416) and the 
county's delinquency child population (531,600). Therefore, the case rates appearing in the 
state table should not be interpreted as the state's case rate unless all counties within that state 
reported. 



ERIC 



15S 

202 



Except for the states of Alaska, Connecticut, and Florida, the commonwealth of Puerto Rico 
and the territory of the Virgin Islands, reported data are aggregated at the county level. 
Counties serving total populations of 50,000 or more are listed separately. Caseload statistics 
for counties serving areas with total populations of less than 50,000 are combined for each 
state and are reported in aggregate. 

Alabama 

Sourcy: Alabama Ekpartment of Youth Services 

Mfids: Automated data file (delinquency/staws cases) and the 1985 Statistical Report 

pages 85-86 (dependency cases) 
Data: 1. Delinquency/status figures are cases disposed. 

1 Dependency figures are cases disposed and include special proceedings. The 
Department of Human Resources handles dependency cases and transmits the 
statistical data to the Department.of Youth Services. 

Alaska 

Source: Alaska Court System 

Mode: 1985 Annual Report, page S-46 and S-74 

Data: 1. Total figures are total petition dispositions. They include aelinquenqr, status, 
and dependenQT cases for fiscal year 1985. 
1 The niajpr:ty of juvenile cases are processed at the superior court level. 

However, the following district courts handled and reported children's matters 
in fiscal year 1985: Cbrdova, Dillingham, Glennallen; Seward, Tok, and 
Unalaska. 



Supreme Court of Arizona 
J<X survey form 

1. Delinquency/status figures are total petition dispositions (meaning more than 
one case can be disposed in one hearing, thus receiving only one disposition) 
and total nonpetition cases di^osed. The number of total delinquency/status 
cases is not shown because the petition and nonpetition units of counts are not 
the same. 

2. Dependency figures are total petition dispositions (meaning more than one 
case can be disposed in om; hearing, thus receiving only one disposition;. Total 
dependency cases are not known because nonpetition cases were not reported. 

Maricopa County, Arizona 

Ssurcc: Maricopa County Juvenile Court Cfenter (delinquency/status. cases) and the 

Supreme Court of Arizona (dependency cases) 
MSSk: Automated data file (delinquency/status cases) and JCS survey form (dependency 

cases) 

Qala: 1. Dehnquency/status figures are cases disposed. 

2. Dependency figures are total petition dispositions (meaning more than one 
case can be disposed in one hearing, thus recei* ;hg only one disposition); Total 
dependency cases are not known because nonpetition cases were not reported. 

Arkansas 

Source : Arkansas Judicial E>epartmcnt 
Mode : Automated data file 
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Data: 1. Deliilquency/status figures are cases disposed; 
2. Dependency flgures^are cases disposed. 



Bureau of Criminal Statistics and Special Services (delinquency/status cases) and 
the Administrative Office of the Courts (dependency cases) 
Automated data die (delinquency/status cases) and the Judicial Council of 
California 1987 Annual Report, page 197 (dependency cases) 

1. Delinquency/status ^gures are cases disposed. There is an undercount of 
nonpetition delinquency/status cases in Alameda, San Diego aiid Santa Qara 
counties. These counties have an information system which does not capture 
the number of subsequent closed-at-intake cases of juveniles already active in 
the court system; the figures for the remainder of the state include these data, 

2. Dependency figures are cases disposed for fiscal year 1985. Total depehdenqr 
cases are not known because nonpetition cases were not reported. 

Los Angeles County, Califoniia 

Source : Superior Court, Los Angeles County (petition delinquency/status cases), the Los 
Angeles County Probation Department (nonpetition delinquency/status cases), and 
the Administrative Office of the Courts (depehdency.cases) 
Mode : Superior Courts Lbs Angeles County Juvenile Court Coordinator's Yearly 

Workload .Report 1985 (petition delinquenqr/status cases); the Los Angeles County 
Probation Department 1985 Annual Report to Judges, pj^e 3 (nonpetition 
delinquency/status cases); and the Judicial Council of California 1987 Annual 
Report, page 197 (dependenq^ cases) 
Data : i . Delinquenqr/status ^gures are cases disposed. The number of petition cases 
was determined by adding the number of "Minors Found Unfit," 
"Preadjudication Dismissals," "Petitions Found Not True" md "Disposition 
Hearings" from the Juvenile Cburt Coordinator's Yearly Workload Report. 
The number of nonpetition cases was calculated using figures from the 1985 
Annual Report to Judges. Figures for "Closed After Investigation," "Informal 
Supervision," "Abeyance" and "Other" were summed. Nine percent of the 
total number of petition cases were reftised and were actually handled 
informally. This figure was added to the calculated . nonpetition cases to derive 
the total number of nonpetition cases. 
2. Dependency figures are cases disposed. Total dependency cases are not known 
because nonpetition cases were;not reported. 

Colorado Judicial Department 
JCS survey form 

1. Delinquency/status figures are cases terminated during fiscal year 1985. Total 
delinquency/status cases are not known because nonpetition cases were hot 
reported; 

2. Dependency figures are cases terminated during fiscal year 1985. Total 
dependency cases are not known because nonpetition cases were not reported. 

Connecticut 

Source : Chief Court Administrator's Office 
Mode : Automated data file 

Data : 1. Delinquency/status figures are cases disposed. 



Calirbrnia 

Source : 

Mode : 
pata: 



Colorado 

Source : 

Mdde : 

Data: 
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Z DqiendeiK^ figures were hot reported 

3* Cbnnecdcut does not have counties, therefore the data are reported by juvenile 
venue districts estabh'shed by the state. 

Delaware 

Source: Fami^ Court of the State of Delaware 
Mode: Annual Report for Fiscal Year 1986, page 4 

Data: L Deliriquehcy/status figures are cases filed (petitioned) and cbhtaih traffic 
ofTenses. Total deliiiqiiency/status figures are not known because 
nonpetifioned data were not reported: 

2. Dependency figures were not reported. 

3; There is no statute on status offenders in this state, therefore, no status 
offenses are contained in these figures. 

[13] District or Cqlumbia 

Source: District of Cblunibia Courts 

Mode : 1985 Annual Report; pages 71 and 75 

Data: 1. Delinquency/status figures are cases diqx)sed. They include interstate compact 
f^res. To arrive at thejiumber of peitipned cases di^iosed, the number **not 
petitioned'* was subtracted firom total dispositions. 
Z Dependency figures aire cases di^sed. The number of petitioned cases 
di^sed was derived by subtracting "reviews" and "not petitioned'* £rom total 
di^sitions. (Review cases are not included in the total case count) 

Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services; Children, Youth and Families 
Program Office 
Automated data file 

1. Delinquency/status figures are cases di^sed. 
Z Dependeiky figures are cases dispos^^ 

3. Status offenses are considered to be dependency cases in Florida However, for 
the purposes of ttus data base, they are classified as delinquenqr/status easel 

4. The figures represent the number of cases closed by Intake during 1985 which 
c^tures ptdy those disposed cases reported to the Department of Health and 
Rehabilitative Sendees by caseworkers correctly completing and submitting a 
"Qient Information Form - Dependency/Delinquemy Intake " The 
Department of Health and Retud)nitathre Services Intake Department, having a 
broad range of operations^ reports information on other child care services not 
part of the typical juvenile court system. Therefore, the number of nonpetition 
cases may appear higher and fluctuate more than those reported by other 
information systems which report only juvenile court activity. 

5. Florida reported its data by Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services 
(HRS) districts. Therefore, HRS districts were used as the reporting area. The 
following is a list ofcouhties within HRS districts. District 1: Escambia, 
Okaloosa, Santa Rosa, and Walton. District 2: Bay, Calhoun, Frankh'n, 
Gadsden, Gulf, Holmes, Jackson, Jefferson, Leon, Liberty, Madison, Ta^or, 
Wakulla, and Washington. District 3: Alachua, Bradford, Citrus, Columbia, 
Dixie, Gilchrist, Hamilton, Hernando, Lafayette, Lake, Levy, Marion, Putnam, 
Sumter, Suwannee, and Union. District 4: Baker, Qay, Duval, Flagler, Nassau, 
St. Johns, and Volusia District 5: Pasco and Pinellas. District 6: Hardee, 
Highland^, Hillsborough, Manatee, and Polk. District 7: Brevard, Orange, 



Florida 
Source: 

Mode : 
Data: 
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Osceoia» and Seminole. District 8: Chariotte» CbIIier» De Soto» Glades, 
Hendiy, Lee, and Sarasota Disfrict 9: Indian River, Martin, Okeechobee, 
Palm Beach, and St Lucie. District 10: Broward. District il: Dade and 
Monroe. 

[15| Geor^a 

Source: Administrative Office of the Courts 

Mode: Twelfth Annual Rei)ort on the Work of the Georgia Courts, pages 16-18 

Data: Delinquem^/status Qgures are the total number of children di^sed (petition 

and honpetition) for fiscal year 1985. 
2. Depehdemy ^res are the total number of children disposed (petition and 

nonpetition) for fiscal year 1985. 



[16] Fulton County, GeorgiJi 
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[iSI 



[19] 



Source: 

Mode : 

Data: 



Hawaii 

Source: 

Mode: 

Data: 



Idaho 

Source: 

Mode : 

Data: 



Illinois 

Source: 
Mode: 
Data: 



Fiilton County Juvenile Court 
1985 Annual Report, pages 33*37 

1. Delinquency/status ^res are cases disposed. 

2. Dependenq^ figures are cases diq[X)sed. 



The Judiciary, Administrative OfiSce of the Courts 
Automated data file 

1. Delinquency/shtus figures are cases di^sed. 

2. Dependency figures are cases di^K>sed. 



State Administrative Office of the Courts 

Idaho ODiirts 1985 Annual Rq>ort Appendix, pages 64-107 

1. Delinquency/status figures are cases di^sed. 

2. Dependency figures are cases disposed. 



Administrative Office of the Ulihois Cdurts 
Statistical pages sent to NCij 

1. Delinquency/status figures arc the number of petitions filed. Total 
delinquency/status cases are not kno>yn because nonpetition caises weie not 
reported. 

2. Dependency figures are the number of petitions filed. Total dependency cases 
are not known because nonpetition cases were not reported. 

[20] Cook County, Illinois 

Source: Cook County Juvenile Court 
Mode: JCS survey form 

Data: 1. Delinquency/status figures are cases disposed. 
2. Dependency figures are cases disposec^. 



[21] Indiana 

Source: Division of State Court Administration 
Mode: 1985 Indiana Judicial Report, pages 67-76 

Data : 1. Total figures are petition cases disposed and include deh'nquency, status, 
dependency and paternity cases. 
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[22] lowi 

Source: Iowa Department of Human Services 

Mode: Automated data file and Juvenile Court .Cases Reported by the Juvenile Probation 
Officer, CY1985 

Data: L Delinquency/status figures are cases disposed. The following counties' figures 
were taken from the annual report which includes traffic cases in the 
delinquency c^hts: Boone and Greene. 

Z Dependency ^;ures are cases di^x>sed. The figures for dependency cases 
reflect pn|t/ those reported by court ofBcers. A larger number were handled by 
the Department of Human Services and are not reported here even though 
they ^ically come before the ju^'enile court 

3. Running away» tiruancy aiid ungovernable behavior are considered *'status 
offenses.** Station of curfew, possessing or driiddng liquor, hit and run, 
feckless driving, drhdhgwitluNit a license, and all other traffic offenses are 
called **simple misdemeanors.** These simple misdemeanors and status offenses 
are OKmpted from the jurisdiction of the juvenile court. Referral reasons 
indicate presenting problem and are not necessarily the basis for legal 
action. 

[23] Kentucky 

Source: Kentucky Administrative Office of the Courts 
Mode: JCS survey form 

Data: 1. Total figures are petition hearings. They include cases of delinquency, status, 
dependency, needy, abuse, paternity actions and adult violations of endangering 
the welfare of or uiilawful transaction with a minor. 

[2^ Louisiana 

Source: Judicial Cbiuicil of the Supreme Court of Louisiana 
Mode: 1985 Annual Report, pages 25-27 

Data: 1. Total ^|ures are total new cases filed in juvenile court They include petitton 
and noiq>etition delinquency, dependency, status and special proceeding cases. 

[251 Maine 

Source: Administrative OfiBce of the Court 

Mode: State of Mair^ Judicial Department 1985 Annual Report, pages 148-161 

Data: 1. Definquen^/status figures are cases disposed. -They include traffic cases and 

civil violations. Total delinciuency/status cases are not known because 

nohpetitioh cases were not reported. 

2. Dependency figures were riot reported. 

3. Status offenses are not handled in the juvenile court system. 

4. The numbers for the district courts were summecl to determine county figu/es. 
the following is a list of district courts within counties. Androscoggin: 
Lewiston and Livermore F^Is. Aroostook: Caribou, Fort Kent, Houlton, 
Madawaska, Presque Isle and Van Buren. Cumberland: Bridgton, Brunswick 
and Poitlahd. Franldin: Farmington. Hancock: Bar Harbor and Ellsworth. 
Kennebec: Augusta and Waterville. Knox: Rockland. Lincoln: Wiscasset. 
Oxford: Rumfofd and S. Paris. Penobscot: Bangor, Lincoln, MillincKket and 
Newport Piscataquis: Dover-Foxcfoft. Sagadahoc: Bath. Somerset: 
Sk()Whegan. Waldo: Belfast. Washington: Calais and Machias. York: 
Biddeford, Kittery and Springvale. 
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[26] Maryland 

Source: juvenile Services Agency 
Mode: Automated data file 

Data: L Delinquency/status figures are cases disposed. 
2. Dependency figures are cases di^sed* 

[27] Ma^acbusetts 

Source: 0£Bce of the Commissioner of Probation 

Mode: 1985 Aimual Report of the Massachusetts tda] Cdurt^ pages 198-199, 220-222 
fiat^ 1. Delinquency/status figures are juvenile maignmeiifs. Total delinquenqr/status 

cases are not known because nonpetitbn cases were not reported. Status 

offense cases are not included due to incompatible units of count 
1 Dqiendenqr figures are the number of childreii making an initial court 

^pearaike* Total dependency cases are not known because nonpetition cases 

were not reported. 
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Midiigan 

: Source: 
Mode: 

Data: 



State C^rt Administrative Office 

Probate Court Supplement to the 1985 Report of the State Court Administrator, 
pages 88-95 

1. Delinquency/status figures are the total number of children accepted for formal 
and informal court services. The figures for the following counties are 
incomplete: Cass, Crawford, Dickinson, Huron, Ionia, Manistee, Momoe, 
Muskegon, and Ottawa. 

2. I>ependency figures are the tqtal number of children accepted for formal and 
informal court services. Tht ^gures for the counties listed above are 
incomplete. 
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Minnesota 

Source: 
Mode: 
Data: 



Minnesota Supreme Cburt Iriforniation S>^tem 
Automated data file 

1. DelinquenQT/status figures are cases disposed. Total delinquency/status cases 

are not known because nonpetition cases were not reported. 
Z Dependency figures are cases disposed. Total dependency cases are not known 
because nonpetition cases were not reported^ 



[30] Mississippi 

Source : Mississippi Department of Youth Services 
Mode : Automated data file 

Data : 1. Delinquency/status figures are cases disposed. 

2. Dependency figures are cases disposed. Only those dependency cases which 
came to the attention of the Department of Youth Services via court 
processing are included here. The majority of cases were handled through the 
Department of Public Welfare and did not come in contact with the juvenile 
court. 



[31] Missouri 

Source: 
Mode: 



Department of Social Services, Division of Youth Services 
Automated 'data file 
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Data: 



1. Delinquency/status figures are cases disposed. 
2* Depenidency.figures are caks dispose 



[32]^ Montana 

Source : juvenile Justice Bureau, Board of Crime Control 
Mode: JCS survey fonn 

Data: 1. Delinquency/status figures include petitioned and nonpetitioned referrals. 
Z Dependency figures include petitioned and nonpetitioned referrals. 
3. The data were reported at the state level; no county breakdown was available. 

(33] Nebraska 

Source : Nebraska Qune Commission 
Mode: AiJtomated data file 

Data : 1. DelinqueiKy/status figures are cases disposed. 

2. Dependeiky figures are cases di^sed. 

3. Only those cases which aire processed through the county attorney's office 
(petitioned case) were reported in Douglas County. 

[341 QaricCbiinty, Nevada 

Source: Qark County Juvenile Court Services 
Mode: JCS form 

Dat^ 1. Delinquency/status figures are charges. 
2. Dependency figures are charges, 

P5| New Hampshire 

Source: New Hampshire Judicial Q)Uricil 
Mode: Statistical pages sent.to NCJJ 

Data: i. Delinquency/statius figures are case entries. Total delinquency/status cases are 
not known because nonpetition cases were not reported. 
2* -Dependency figures arc case entries. Total dependency cases are not known 
because nonpetition cases were not-reported. 

[3^ _ Ncw JeSey 

Source : Administrative .Office of the Courts; Statistical Services 
Mode: Automated data file 

Data: 1. Dclinquen<y/status figures are cases i ;»osed. Status offense cases are not 
included in these fig;ures because they^vere not reported. 
2. Dependency figures were not reported. 

[37] New Mexico 

Source: Administrative Office of the Courts 
Mode : JCS survey form 

Data: li Delinquency/status figures are cases disposed for fiscal year 1985. 
2. Dependency figures were not reported. 

[381 NewYork 

Source : Office of Court Administration (petition delinquency/status and dependency cases) 
and the State of New York, Division of Probation (nonpetition delinquency/status 
cases) 

Mode: Automated data file (petition delinquency/status and dependency cases) and JCS 
survey form (nonpetition delinquency/status cases) 
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Data: L Delinquency/status figures are cases disposed. 

Z Dependency figures are cases disposed. Tbtsd dependency cases are riot taiown 
because nbnpetitioh cases were not reported. 

North Carolina 

Source: Administrative Office of the Courts 

Mode: North Carolina Courts 1984-1985 Annual Report, pages 177-180 
Data: i. Delinquency/status figures arc **6fknsesia!leged in juvenile petitions** during 
fiscal year 1985. They include delinquent and undisciplined Total 
delinquenqr/status cases arc not known because nonpetition cases were not 
reported. 

2. Dependent figures are •^conditions allied in juvenile petitions" during fiscal 
year 1985. Th^ include dependent, neglected and abused conditions. Total 
dependency cases arc not known because nonpetition cases were not reported. 

North Dakota 

Source: Supreme Court, Office of State Court Administrator 
Mode: Automated data file 

Data: 1. X)elinquen(y/status figures are cases disposed. 
Z Dependency figures are cases disposed. 

Ohio 

Source: Suprieme Court of Ohio^ 

Mode: Ohio Cburt Summaiy 1985, pages 53-54 

Data: 1. Total figures are total cases filed and reactivated, they include delinquency, 
traffic, dependency, unruly, adult, custocfy, support, parentage, URESA and all 
other cases involving juveniles. 

Cuyahoga County, phfo 

Ciiyahoga County Juvenile Cburt 
Automated data file 

1. Deiinquency/status figures are cases disposed. 
Z Dependency figures are cases disposed. 

Office of the State Cburt Administrator 

Statistical Report Relating to the Circuit and District Cburts of the State of Oregon 
in 1985, pages 67-69 

1. Delinquenqr/status figures are the total number of petitibns filed. Total 
delinquency/status cases are not known because nonpetition cases were not 
reported. 

Z Dependency figures were not reported. 
Pennsylvania 

Source : Juveriile Court Judges* Commission 
Mode : Automated dafa file 

Data: 1. Delinquency/status figures are cases disposed. 

2. Dependen<y figures were not reported. 

3. Status offenses are classified as dependency cases and, as a result, are not 
included in these data. 



Source: 

Mode: 

Data: 



Oregon 

Source: 
Mode : 

Data : 
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[45] Philadelphia Coimty^Penhsyivt^^ 

Source: Ctourtof Common Reas of Philadelphia 

Mode: Family C6urt Division 1985 Report^ pages 21 and 39 

Data: L Dellnquehcy/status figur^^ cases disposed. 

Z Dependency figures are cases di^osed. They include status offense cases. 

Total dependency cases are not known because nonpetition cases were not 

reported, 

[4^ Puerto Rico 

Source: . Office of Court Administration 
^Modg: JCS survey form 

Data: 1 Delinquency/status figures are cases disposed for fiscal year 1985. Total 

delinquem^/status cases are not known because nonpetition cases were not 
.reported. 

2* D^nden^ figures >yere not reported. 

[47] South CaroUnt 

Source : Department of Youth Services 

Mode: South Carolina Department of Youth Services Annual Statistical Report, Fiscal 
Year 1985. tabic Xn 

Data: 1. Delinquency/status figures are di^sitions for fiscal year 1985. They do not 
include status offenses, total delinquenq//status cases are not known because 
honpetitibn cases were not reported. 
2. - Dq)eridehcy figures were not reported. 

[48] SouthDakota 

Source: State Court Administrator's Office 

Mode: Automateddata file ^ 

Data: 1. DeiihqiieiKy/status figures arexases disposed. 

2. Dependency figures were not reported. 

3. Shannon Cbunty is ah American Indian reservation and handles juvenile 
matters in the tribal court which is not part of the state's juvenile court system. 



[49] Tennessee 

Source: Tennessee Council of Juvenile and Family Coiirt Judges 
Mode : Automated data file 

Data : 1. Delinquent/status figures are cases disposed. 
2. Dependent^ figures are cases disposed. 



[50]) Texas 

Source: Texas Juvenile Probation Commission 

Modef Texas Juvenile Prob£ ion Statistical Report for Calendar Year 1985, pages 28-30 
Data : 1. Delinquency/status figures are cases disposed. The number of petition cases 
was deteirmined by summing "Adjudicate to Probation," "Adjudicate to TYG" 
and "Cbiirt Ordered Placements." the number of nonpetition cases was 
determined by summing "Counsel and Release," "Informal Adjustment" and 
"Prosecution Refuscd/Dismissed" 
2. Dependency figures were hot reported. 
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Utah 

Source : 

Mode ; 

Data ; 



Utah State Juvenile Court 
Automated data file 

1. Delinquency/status figiires.are cases disposed. 

2. Dependency figures are cases disposed. 



[52] Vermont 

Source; Supreme Court of Vermont, Office of the Court Administrator 

Mode ; JCS survey fonn 

Data; 1. Delinquency/status figures are cases disposed and include only delinquency 



cases. Total delinquency/status cases are not known because nonpetition cases 
were not reported. 

2. Dependency figures are cases disposed^.- They include status offense cases, 
total dependency cases are not known because nonpetition cases were not 
reported. 



[53] Virgin Islands 

Source: Territorial Court of the Virgin Islands 
Mode : JCSform 

^ Data: t Delinquency/status figures are cases disposed for fiscal year 1?85 and include 



traffic c?ses. Total delinquency/status figures are not known because 
ponpetitiohed data were not reported 

2. Dependency figures were hot reported. 

3, The data were reported in terms of the three major islands comprisin, 
territory rather than by counties. 



[55] Washington 

Source: Office of the Administrator for the Courts 
McJe; 1985 Annual Report of the Courts of Washington, pages 47 and 49 
Data; 1. Delinquency/status figures are total petition dispositions. Total 



delinquenqr/status cases are not known because nonpetition cases.were not 
reported. 

2. Dependency figures are total petition dispositions. They include termination of 
parent/child relationship and alternative residential placement caseS; Total 
dependency cases are not known because nonpetition cases were not reported. 



[56] West Virginia 

Source : West Virginia Court of Appeals 

Mode; 1985 Circuit Clerk Annual Report, Caseload Statistical Summary 
Data: 1. Delinquency/status figures are total petitions disposed; Total 



delinquency/status cases are not known because nonpetition cases were not 
reported. 

2. Dependency figures were not reported. 



[54] 



Virginia 

Source : 
Mode; 



Data : 



Virginia Department of Corrections 
Automated data-file 

1. Delinquency/status figures are cases disposed. 

2. Dependency figures are cases disposed. 
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Wiscohsin 

Source : Supreme Court of Wisconsin 
Mode : Automated data file 

Data : 1. Delinquency/status figures are cases disposed. Total delinquency/status cases 
are hot kno\^nh because nonpetitibh cases were not reported. 
2. Dependency, figures are cases disposed. Tot^ dependency cases are not known 
because nonpetitipn cases were not reported. 



Wyoihing 

Source ; Supreme Court of Wyoming, Cburt Coordinator's Oflfice 
Mode: District Court Statistics, 1985 Annual Report,Table 12 
Data : 1. Delinquency/status figures are total petitions filed. Total delinquency/status 
cases are hot known because nohpetitioh cases were hot reported. 
2. Depchdehcy figures were not reported. 
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